jL As he has discussed the points in the traditional way 
thank Mr. H. K. Vedavyasachar. 


Asthanavidwan Vedanta Vidwan 
Mysore. Madhure V. SREEN1VASACHARYA 

5. I (Jot read the book completely and I came to know 
that the book is faithful to the principles of Sri Madhva’s 
Philosophy. 

Mahatnahopadhaya, 

V. SHAMACHARYA 

Xwan. 


ram, 


iitapatm Agranar, 

Bangalore City. 


3. THE SECRETARY. 

Sri Sarvagnacharya Seva Sangha, 

Davanagere. 



II srt: II 


SRI MADHVA’S TATTVA-VADA 

A critique of Mr. H. N. R’s 
MADHVA’S CONCEPTION OF SVATANTRA 

BY 

H. K. VEDA VYASAOH All 

(with a foreword by Prof. D- Vasudevacharya 
S.M.S. College, M ysore, and an introduction 
by Mr. H. Subba Rao> M.A., 

Mysore University, Mysore) 

‘ INSULT NOT ^RUTH FOR FEAR 
OF MAN 1 — ' Tagohe 


\ 


Published by 

Sri Pariinala Publishing House, Nanjangud 

President: 

\-\ 1\AJA. S. Gururajacharya 


f 


Is 




Printed by G. R. Josyer, 

at the Coronation Press, Chamaraja Road, Mysore. 

1 944 Re. 1- 



II 5fta?*Tft*ToSr*l l?n l^^iT^^cTTTH II 


TO 

THE BELOVED MEMORY 
OF 

MY FATHER AND GURU 
HIS HOLINESS 

SR I MAT SUVRATINDRATIRTHA SRiPADAH 

te^E-w 

infer nrcsmt ^ srrf^fesrrfM^rj i 
JpS^cfcs^iPRr mV** || 





II gfaftgo?iT?* m T T I H ^ m II 


RfTTJTU: 


*T^5rrg?R'fo: i 
JTTJT WRT || 



^T^TSI!crgT^raT%TJVRJ fe3 rasraf§ 

f?fcr3R fe^TfafrcRT'efNr »itar%ir4i 

w^r: srg^'ss^Rsrererr:, 5ftarf#srT#wr sftJTf§tfH?for 


^HT^ROra^TPT: 5Tf^T TRSTHST smftcTT I ^ ST?**fa 
*5 W%3 3T^snRr5t^3 ^rnraronre^r sro&ftr 
wd^T mr^Rn; i sftJT^crfe^Rr^i grerei FflqTsnft - 
iW ?t?%iRr anrarcreraga *n;r^ ^r«r 
^rT5r«ra^r5Rfff?^JT5rcnfeni; ii ^tjtr rdrasraTRi^wfaTr- 
araRfl*d&5n ,f ?rarafc fa^n*. sft. n^r. 

?rft^T: “ ^RTrWt RrT*3R?RT7[ ” ^ (Madhva’s Con- 
ception of Svatantra) Rfq^T JTfrR' 'TRm STT^TR, I cT^fr- 

trrewdta i 3TR?TR^f^?rT^: %f%?^ 

?r^HTftr%5ifTTRr, ^7tg stsrt^r sr?$TO??r: Rqrmirrf?t- 
5TT^;?r ii ^rfiwnTrcsm f5WTORlfar?snPT*ra- 
arft.rr: $ft. ^ . %. ^aircn^rewgrsre: “ sfmR- 

’STI^Rfuif <TcTCT^: ” (Sri Madhva’s Tattva-Vada) JTWTO- 



IV 


S|SF2rT5*r “ ^rnsrar^ ” (Madhva's 

conception of Svatantra) 3T!T^'f!rTT«T'7 Sigftfc'h f^f- 

shrrvrcPT i suren^tffgR snwi^Tfo^ 

STSTORg II 

3lrT: ^Rr^Tf^tfiqroitrig%?^rTr5rR^^!Tf«I: SR: STRT- 
f$r i srrw^Tg; aRf^rasr: «%g:, 

srrsfc&igsi jm^irTTsrfofa 11 "Wr %-? srrm^r^qrJTt 
?r^n%sr sf^sn 

q i tos rp: 4 sreRSSC g^orrewr?^ strst^ srhet- 

wiftsfefrft 11 <rr% 

srsRg? g^tf^r^rfr ) 

^vrrgsT^'es: ) 

K. SREENIVASACHARYA, 
Nyaya Sahitya Vedanta Vi,nvan, Nyaya Siroinani. 


srt. <sg. gsTRRHi:. 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 



Page 

1 Introduction 

... 1 

2 Chapter I 

... 17 

3 Chapter 11 

... 26 

4 Chapter 111 

... 35 


5 Chapter IV 

Page 
... 63 

6 Chapter V 

... 62 

7 Conclusion 

... 73 



FOREWORD 


It is with great pleasure that 1 respond to the request of 
Sri Raja Gururajacharya, Kavitilaka, President of the Sri 
Parimala publishing House, Nanjangud to write a foreword 
to this Philosophical work. Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar’s 
Monism of Dvaita is the darkness of night; the Parimala 
Publishing House with its handsome and magnanimous-minded 
President may be likened to the eastern horizon itself with, 
the bright morning sun radiating the light of Sri Madhva’s 
Tattva-Vada. 

The Monism of Sri Madhva is a purely heretical notion 
which has assumed the proportion of exciting a keen contro- 
versy not because it has anything in the Sastras to support it, 
but because its propounder Mr. H. N. R. bears a Vidwat- 
diploma and the book he has written is published by the 
Mysore University. Pouranikaratnam Holavanahalli Sesha- 
charya, who is the guru of Mr. H. N. R. supports it somehow. 
Rajasevasakta Prof. A. R. Wadia who was the teacher of Mr. 
H. N. R. in the College has written a foreword to his book, 
“The Dvaita philosophy and its place in the Vedanta ,r 
stating that ‘ Mr. H. N. R. has argued with cogency how 
in essence Madhvacharya is a rnomst though the exigencies 
of nomenclature led him to call his philosophy Dvaitism 
to distinguish it from the monism of Sankara and Rama- 
nuja alike." Obviously, the Professor behoved that Mr. 
H. N. R.’s conceptions of derived reality of the world, 
sole reality in Dvaita, of God as the creator ot all and giver 
of reality to all, source of reality to even eternal things and 
svarupa srshti of eternal entities etc., were faithful to the 
Sastras. The confusion was worse confounded by reports 
that the work of Mr. H. N. R. was approved by heads of 
Madhva Mutts. When 1 sought permission of the University 
to publish a criticism of Mr. H. N. R.’s book, 1 received a reply 
No. 4836, of 10th dune 1 942 which while granting me permission, 
stated that Mr. H. N. R.’s book was approved by eminent heads of 
certain Madhva Mutts and the writer had had an excellent re- 
ception in Madras and in other places on account of his work. 
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After the publication of my book 11 Dvaita Pradipa and 
Tattva Sikshe,” Sri Seshacharya also wrote to news papers 
that the present Swamiji of Sri Raghavendraswamin Mutt had 
written to him in a letter dated 1 6 — 6—1 943 that his Holiness 
had not approved my book of criticism. AH these factors 
have heated the matter of controversy to the melting point 
and the result of it is no doubt obvious to thinking minds. 
The dross cf monism in Dvaita will be burnt up and the pure 
gold of Dvaita will shine bright as ever, like burnished gold. 

The only truth about the several reports mentioned 
above is that Mr. H. N. R.'s work has met with downright con- 
demnation from everv quarter except from the Advaita Maha 
Mandali who were so pleased by seeing Sri Madhva prosely- 
tised into an Advaitin on the piges of Mr. H N. R’s book 
that they even conferred a title upon him, subject to the 
sanction of their eiders; Rao Bahadur, K S. Ramaswamy 
Sastry BA., B.L., Retired Sub-Judge who presided at a lecture 
delivered bv Mr. H. N. R. in Madras also spoke approvingly 
when he heard that Dvaita was an Ekatattva-vada, a form of 
Advaita. A few people who have no thorough knowledge 
of Dvaita may also support Mr. H. N. R. No head of 
any eminent Madhva Mutt has approved the book; nor 
has any reception been given to Mr. H. N. R. in con- 
nection with this book. Indeed the author even received 
a too hot reception at Bangalore, Sri Madhva Sangha, 
last year when he gave expression to some of his queer 
views. With regard to my book of criticism the Swamiji 
was not asked for opinion, nor could he express his opinion as 
my book was not even written in full on 1 6 — 6 — 1943. If the 
entire letter referred to by Sri Seshacharya is published, the 
public will know how damaging it is to the position cf Sri 
Seshacharya himseif. But of that confidential matter nothii £ 
need be said here. Suffice it to say that neither the Swamiji 
of Sri Raghavendraswamin Mutt nor the head of any other 
Madhva Mutt can possibly approve such illogical views asthose 
of Mr. H. N. R. and countenance the act of alleging irrational 
doctrines to Sri Madhva, the reputed Sarvagnacharya. 
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A curious inability — almost inexplicable — to distinguish 
between the poorvapaksha interpretations of Srutis and the 
Siddhanta interpretations of them by Sri Madhva and 
secondly between the poorvapaksha positions to Sri Madhva 
and his Siddhanta positions and thirdly a totally odd concep- 
tion of definitions of Monism and Pluralism, etc., have been 
the basis of this startling novelty of Sri Madhva’s monism 
presented by Mr. H.N. R. in the article under review. But Sri 
Madhva has not called himself an Advaitin anywere, nor 
has any scholar of Sri Madhva so far called his system 
monism. Mr. H. N. R. has represented Sri Madhva as a 
monist and states that it is Sri Madhva’s own view, not his 
{Mr. H. N. R’s) own view of Sri Madhva. If he had stated that, 
in his opinion, Sri Madhva’s philosophy descends to monism 
considering certain features of thought, the gravity of the 
controversy would have changed altogether. But now, it is a 
charge of misrepresentation that Mr. H. N. R. has to clear him- 
self from. Secondly, Dvaita Philosophy is still a living philo- 
sophy, and is studied minutely by numerous persons. Any 
changed interpretation of such a popular system is sure to be 
disputed unless proper causes can be shown in justification of 
such a changed exposition. 1 have taught the philosophy to 
many students these fifteen years ; and not one has given me 
the surprise of a monistic presentation of Dvaita in his 
answer book at any time. It is impossible to read monism 
into Dvaita literature. The test of a biography is its faithful- 
ness to the life portrayed. So too a work of philosophy must 
first faithfully expound the doctrine of the philosopher in 
question and then critically consider those views in the light 
of recognised standards of modern philosophic thought by 
using words in harmony with tradition and authoritative 
usage. This book by Ch. Vedavyasachar invites Mr. H. N. 
to fulfil his obligations to Dvaita philosophy first in the 
interests of Truth and next in the interests of numerous 
-scholars who have felt his exposition a sacrilege to their 
sacred system. 
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The writer of the introduction to this Look is a well- 
known scholar in Dvaita* His scholarship is the result of a 
minute comparative study of several systems of thought,. 
Eastern and Western ; and its excellence is acknowledged by 
no less an authority than the late lamented Sri Satya Dhyana 
Thirtha Sri Swamiji, the pontiff of Sri Uttaradi Mutt who was 
revered as the very incarnation of Sri Madhva’s teachings, 
Mr. H. Subba Rao is an unquestionable recognised authority 
on the tersest problems m Dvaita philosophy and his works 
on behalf of the late Sri Satya Dhyana Thirtha Sri Swamiji 
are an evidence of philosophical acumen of the highest 
order. The publication of Mr. Subba Kao’s 41 Is Sri Madhva a 
Monist ? ” will be the fulfilment of the promise made in this 
book. 

Cliiranjivi H. K. Vedavyasaehar is the son of Sri Vtdwan 
Krishnacharya (of Chitaldurg) who became the late pontiff 
of Sri Raghavendra Swatnin Mutt. He began his studies in 
philosophy under his uncle and has developed his knowledge- 
remarkably in recent years. In this book, he has exposed Mr. 
H. N. R's position with perfect clearness and has argued with 
unimpeachable cogency of argument and unchallengeable 
support of the Sastras how in essence Sri Madhva is the 
maintainer of a particular form of uncompromising dualism, 
(the dualism of Svatantra-Paratantra) besides pointing out the 
fallacies of reasoning in Mr. H. N. R’s article. The book is 
written, says Ch . Vedavyasaehar, in order to set young minds 
in the right path of acquiring knowledge of Dvaita, and to 
convert Mr. H. N. R. himself. 1 wish him success in his 
enterprise and recommend the book to unstinting encourage- 
ment on the part of the public and the University. 

Sri Raghavendra Prasad.J 

MYSORE, [ D. VASUDEVACHARYA. 

9 th December 1943 . ) 



PREFACE 


Two years ago, when a discussion arose in Sri Mantralaya 
respecting the faithfulness of Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar’s 
work: ‘The Dvaita Philosophy and its place in the Vedanta/ 
1 began to search the Dvaita philosophy in the originals for 
any support in them to a monistic presentation of the teach- 
ings of Sri Madhva. And now two months ago, in course of 
a discussion with my friend, Mr. K. V. Rao, Medical Practi- 
tioner. Nanjangud, the idea of writing a critical pamphlet on 
Mr. H N. Raghavendrachar’s article, (Sri Madhva’s concep- 
tion of Svatantra p. 1-36 Mysore University Journal Vol. IV 
1 943 November) entered my nrvnd. The voice of my Professor 
dictated the manner of my work, the method of presenting 
ideas and the expression to be used. I am therefore grateful 
to my beloved teacher, Professor C. R. Narasimhr Sastri M.A., 
for his advice “to keep the controversy clear of all persona- 
lities and conduct it in the spirit of poet Tagore's message to 
the Maharaja's College. “ Insult not Truth for fear of Man.” 
I must thank my friend Mr. K. V. Rao himself for lending me 
bis copy of the article for use and prompting me to write this 
by his stimulating questionaire. My learrifd brother Vidwan 
K. Srimvasacharya, Siromani has furnished me with copious 
references (which could not be exhausted in this little volume) 
and has blessed me with explanations of many passages. My 
respected teacher Mr. H. Subba Rao has guided me through- 
out tne preparation of this book with innumerable suggestions 
and corrections, besides adorning the book with the Introduc. 
tion. 1 may call this a Primer of Dvaita philosophy based on 
a repeated study of his manuscript work : “Is Sri Madhva a 
Monist? or the Necessity of Pluralism.” Panditaratnam 
Nerur Krishnacharya, Nyayabhushana Mahavidwan D* 
Krishnamurthyacharya, Mahavidwan Vidwanmani D. Vasu- 
devacharya have helped me with profound and illuminating 
suggestions. To Professor D. Vasudevacharya in particular, 
1 am indebted also for the foreword to this book. I thank 
my uncle and Guru Vidvadbhushana Bhimacharya for ex- 
plaining certain Candrika and Sudba passages. 
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Next, I thank Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar himself for 
having inaugurated a new line of debate respecting the funda- 
mentals of Dvaita by presenting the Antaryamitva-vada (the 
doctrine of immanence) as Advaita-vada. For this controversy 
sharpened my mind and taught me more than 1 learnt from 
volumes of books. * Nothing can be without God ; So God is 
the only reality ; the system is Monism” — Such is the sub- 
stance of Mr, H. N. Ragahavendrachar’s theory. “ Nothing 
can be without God. So God keeps everything dependent upon 
Him ; He is the Supreme Reality ; the system is Monotheism ” 
says Sri Madhva. This discovery was the work of a year for 
me. And now I have realised that the dictionaries and usage 
are all wrong and Mr. H. N Raghavendrachar is right or 
that they are ail right and Mr. H. N Raghavendrachar is 
wrong. There is not one line in all Dvaita Sastras which 
warrants us to conclude that Sn Madhva conceived the con- 
cept of dependence or immanence or partial similarity as 
illogical half-way houses, which if properly pushed by the 
goad of logic, fall down and disappear, and reveal the level 
plain of pure monism. A doctrine of dependence or partial 
similarity > "■ not to Sri Madhva, an admission of tacit or 
implicit monism, end is on the contrary, necessarily a dualis- 
tic creed of two essentially different but naturally related 
substances. Two entities can bs absolutely different and yet 
be related. Relation implies some similiarity and does not 
imply identity of substance between the two things related. 
Sri Madhva’s conception of relation is supported by modern 
psychologists. In his “ Tne Nature of Intelligence and the 
Principles of Cognition,” Professor C. Spearman Ph.D; F.R.S. 
writes: “Relation can be cognised between any characters 
whatever, simple or complex, concrete or abstract, that have 
come to apprehension within any experience.” — (P. 64). Mr. 
H. N. Raghavendrachar ’s ‘ Monism of Dvaita Vedanta* re- 
minds one of M. V. Sarga 7 Stanza 15 which is illustrative of 

the figure of speech called a form of pun. 

“ Monism” to Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar is not opposed to 
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the acceptance of an essentially distinct plurality of beings, 
but is a name designed to mean Niyamatia (control from 
within). Monism, then to the author is the doctrine of an 
Antaryamin, eternally and essentially distinct from the world 
which He inhabits. 1 beg to point out that such a doctrine is. 
monotheism, not monism. 

1 thank my friend Mr. N. K. Venkateshamurthy for typing 
the work for me, Mr. K. M. Gopala Rao of Katte house for pre- 
paring the errata and Mr. G. R.Josyer, M.A., F.R.E.S.. the Pro- 
prietor of the Coronation Press for the neat execution of 
printing work. My thanks are particularly due to Upadhya 
Venkateshachar of Chikkerhalli for having shouldered like 
a brother, the entire responsibility of attending to the transac- 
tions with the press and correction of the proofs. Lastly, 1 
owe a special debt of gratitude to the President Raja S. Guru- 
rajacharya, Kavitilaka and other members of the Parimala 
Publishing House, Nanjangud, for making this my under- 
graduate attempt in philosophical research one of their* 
publications. 


ERRATA 

P. vi, line 12 read Bharat Dharma for Advaita. 

P. 4 Footnote, line 5, for read 

|| 

P. 7 line 8, for 'By becoming a new visishta, the visishta 
is born,’ read ' Becoming a new visishta means the visishta is 
born.’ 

P. 43 Footnote, line 1, for S. C. read T. C. 

P. 60 Footnote, line 7, /or the potter read God. 

P.70 Footnote, line 7 for not not self-contradictory read 
not self-contradictory. 

P. # 72 Footnote, last line for 21. 231 read 20.231. 

Other misprints will be corrected in the next edition. 



OPINIONS 


1. M Reality of the world, and its creation (in various 
^senses) and other ideas which form the subject of this book 
have been very well expounded in “ Sri Madhva’s Tattva 
Vada " bye/;. H. K. Vedavyasachar. That the philosophy of 
Sri Madhva can be established merely bv reasoning (unaided by 
the Vedas) has been refuted with support of the authorities; 
and the principles of Dvaita philosophy are represented faith- 
fully to the works of Sri Madhva. 


Nanjangud. 


Vidvadbhushana, Asika navi divan , 

Durgam BH EE MACH ARY A. 


2. “ The exposition that since the whole world depends 
upon Brahman for all its activities m Dvaita philosophy and 
since Dvaita is a philosophy which believes in one cause it 
must be called Monism, (Advaita) and that reason alone can 
prove the principles of this philosophy is criticised with 
proper Sastraic support and tne fundamentals of the Dvaita 
philosophy expounded are faithful to the originals in this book, 
“Sri Madhva’s Tattvavada....” Panditaratnam Nerur Krihna- 
charya; M akavidwan Nyaya Bhudiancnn D. Krisnnamurtya- 
-charya ; Mahaviawan Vedanta Vidivan Naveena Nyaya Vidu-afi f 
Purva Mcemamsa \ r idwan , Nyaya Pravectui Vedanta Sh irotnani 
C. Ramachandraeharya, Mysore. 

3. “ To say that Dvaita is Monism is unjust as that posi- 
tion is not at all to be found in the original books ; it is purely 
a fanciful view. It is also unreasonable to expound a purely 
Vedic philosophy as a system that can be established by mere 
reasoning. That all things have Svarufia Snsti is a heresy in 
this system. All these points are discussed in this book 
“ Sri Madhva’s Tattva Vada " clearly and the true position is 
given in a manner that can be uuderstood even by laymen. 

P audita Ratnain Maha Vidivaih 
Anekal SREEN1VASACHARYA. 

(To be continued on page 2 of the cover ) 
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Sri Madhva’s Tattva-Vada 

(A critique of Mr. H. N. Ragbavendrachar’s 
“ Madhva’s Conception of Svatintra.") 

INTRODUCTION' 

(H. SUBBA RAO, M.A.) 

Maohva Sastra which is based on the Vedas, Sutras and 
the Gita and other Scriptures which are in accordance with 
the teachings of these three sources of philosophical knowledge 
has generally stated the ‘Siddhanta,’ (accepted position), un- 
equivocally in the language sanctioned by tradition and 
common usage. There are no two schools of thought on any 
important or even ordinary topic in Dvaita Vedanta. Dvaita 
Siddhanta expounded in the language employed in common 
parlance is accurately summarised in M.S.S., S.T.R.M. and 
other works. It maintains that primordial matter, Avyakrita- 
kasa, the Vedas, Jivas, Lakshmi, etc., are unborn, as uncreated 
as God from infinite times. They are as undying in essence 
as God : 

“ I rUI fa y sfcksfa ” 

2-3-15. B.S.B. This is the teaching expressed in customary 
language. But there are many Srutis which state that matter, 

space, Jivas etc., are all created by God. 66 

The apparent conflict between these two positions is solved in 

B. S. B. and A. V. 2. 3. 1 and in V.T. V. by pointing out that the 
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word Sristi or Utpatti (creation) is used in three senses: ( 1 ) 
that is, coming into existence from a state of 
non-existence. (2) Mil 41*1 — the acquisition of a 

dependent glory or some special manifested glory at the time 
of world-production and ( 3 ) pure manifestation out of free 
win “siTT«Wit ( remsfr tit) » 

In the first sense the unoriginated things mentioned above 
have no creation, because they do not come into a state of 
existence out of a state of non-existence . 1 The third sense is 
applicable only to God’s forms. Except God, none has that 
particular kind of ‘ Creation \ ‘ Creation ’ in the second sense 

is the monopDly-of the entire nitya entities (eternal things) 
ruled by God because this ‘Creation’ (getting of a special 
dependent office) is just what even eternal things can receive . 2 


. * 2 TffaRIT SigrTO ffrT 1 faRS- 

mxm gfcqratflrcfsR i pq: snreiqr: i 

fqrrsfta i fegiR 

cTr^n^T^f^IT I srraq jtor i 

grrmt gfeircr 11 a. v. 2. 3. 1 


“ la 3 TRrfer 1 jrarcqq w 

1 aifaaw fog r fafc rc rc* ir T« Fg ^ - 

1 qrcqftrcswfeaT [r^trrto?*r: i ] ” a. v. 2. 3. 2. 


I 3 TR^gRPR?iq?R^irtKlii« r ’: I T.C.P. 932 . 

The authorities “ yiMH^qg^r “arafr* 

f^q: g rar ^ f ” admit that there are unborn and eternal 
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God alone can not become subject to this ’creation* for 
He is independent. But God has ‘creation’ in the sense of 
manifesting His forms. Sri Bhagavata begins with mentioning 
these three kinds of creation and praising the glory of the 
disinterested God who has no end of His own to achieve by 
being the sole responsible agent of these three kinds of 

creation : 

Now, if the word ‘creation’ can be used in three senses 
the question is, which of these meanings is the chief meaning 
and the most popular? The answer is, though the word is 
used in three senses in the Srutis, the chief primary meaning 
that is universally recognised by the Srutis and by all the 
Darsanakaras is only the first meaning. It isthe most popular 
and most in common use in Dvaita also. The VT.V. with Tika, 
Bhavadipa and Srinivasa Tirthiya declare the Siddhanta \ 
The use of the word creation to denote the manifestations 
of forms of Hari is unimportant. The use of the word 

: says the Bharata. While stating 
(in B. S. B. and A. V. 2. 3. 1.) that these are created, the words 
“they are said to be, called as, created ,” occurs invariably. 
That also means that the word ‘ creation ’ is used in this con- 
text in a special sense, not the chief sense in comparison with 

the first meaning, 

3 v. t. v. p i 1 9 — anpsir 

— Bhavadipa) I St- 

ii 

Srinivasa Tirthiya, p 235 : — 

it gT gqfe cT fry qr ii . . . sntflh 



4 


*, creation’ in the sense of getting a dependent trait is also 
unimportant but significant only in comparison with the- 
use of the word to denote God’s manifestation of forms; the 

most important primary meaning of ‘creation* is decidedly, 

• 

the first, namely or coming into a state of exis- 

tence out of a state of non-existence. So the traditional ex- 
position of “ creation ** in Dvait* is based on this most impor- 
tant accepted usage of the term. But Mr. H. N. Raghavendra- 
char misunderstands the entire Sutra literature and fails to 
grasp the significance of the N. S. statement (p. 431). 

SFRTT5J rrlrerar i *ror- 

%^rr: {gsRsrrarft srafeRTCraft fimrqrftnrr- 



This statement is made to deny creation in the sense of change 4 
of substance or coming into a state of existence out of a state 
of non-existence and to prove that Akasa may be said to be 
1 created ’ in the second sense, (getting a dependent trait). 
The meaning is “ when an entity secures a new quality it 
becomes necessarily a new qualified entity. That qualified 
entity, of course, is not m essence different from the entity. 


. . . 



II 


Bhavadipa, p 109 . — 

— In this Sri Raghavendra 


Swamin condemns Swarupa sristi of the jivas — 



(^itorrr^frr) *rnr: n 


. 4 p 43i. n. s. st a r rcrare r srijcST- 

v rav re qr d frfc %^TT^«Rn.* i ^Trrr^n; ii 

ii 
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So when a qualified entity is created/we say the entity is 
created; for example Devadatta is become (is created) a 
learned man.** The word ‘creation/ in this context simply 
means giving a new trait, while the entity Akasa or Devadatta 

remains uncreated. It does not mean the coming 

into existence of Devadatta or Akasa (as the result of a change 
of some other substance ; or coming into a state of existence 
out of a state of non-existence). Failing to perceive that the 
Sutra literature denies ‘creation’ for Nitya entities in the 
most popular sense accepted in usage, Mr. H. N. Raghavendra- 
char has regarded the second meaning (which is admitted to 
be unimportant in comparison with the first meaning in 
V.T.V ) as the chief meaning, and from that standpoint reads 
an entirely new meaning to the whole of Dvaita Vedanta 
correctly expounded by many writers in the past by the use 
of words in their chief sense 5 . He even misrepresents 
the traditional account in his article and makes scathing 
remarks Upon it as if old writers have not been able to 
grasp his high ideas. Tnis only reflects his misapprehension 
of the salient teachings of Viyadadhikarana and B. S. 2. 1.6. 
He states boldly that every addition of a quality (say a new 
state of mind) involves ‘ change ’ to the jiva, very carelessly 
using the word ‘ change.’ Every moment a new jiva is 
produced; &nd every moment the jiva is destroyed ; and we 
have a kshanikavada involving disintegration of personality. 

By thus conceiving the whole world as a new born 
4 Visishta ’ qualified entity, every second, he denies it a perma- 
nent identity and regards God, the cause of all these changes, 
as the sole creator of a new world every second ; from the 
idea of creation of a previously non-existent world every 

5 Sri Jayatirtha criticises the habit of defining terms by 
using words in senses not current in experience. N. S. p. 197. 

I STjJ 
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second naturally, he takes a leap to the idea of God’s being the 
only Being, as the source of created things ; nothing is eternal 
in fact ; everything is created ; God thus becoms the only cause 
of the world ; the system is termed monism. But the truth 
is, the entities accepted as eternal in Dvaita are changeless 
in substance like God by their inherent nature as stated with 
reasoning in Gita Bh. 2, 18., though dependent upon God. 
The Svarupa of the eternal entity transcends time like God 
and it does not undergo Svarupanasa, that is, it does not lose 
its individuality but retains it by the law of its inherent being. 
Yet it is dependent upon God. The eternal entity has Anadi 
Siddha Svarupa Satta, (as told in N. S. on P.152.) inherent 
unoriginated reality existing in it by God’s Anadi Svabhava 
ftiyamaka Sakti, the power of keeping under control the 
beginningless inherent essential character 6 . The jjvas have 
many natural qualities as pointed out in B. S. B. 2. 3. 16. The 
eternal things are not at all created at any time, in the strict 
sense. Whatever ‘creation 1 is attributed to them is in respect 

of some external belonging which comes to 

them as an appointment or a new state without affecting their 
individualities in any way. It is ‘creation’ in a special sense 


6 Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar twists the texts to suit 
his preconceived idea that everything is created by God 
and God is the only cause of the world. T. C, 379 expounds 
that God controls the natural reality of eternal things just 
as He controls the natural reality of non-eternal things; 
and that there is no self-contradiction at all in the idea of 

the power of keeping under control 

the unoriginated inherent natural reality of eternal things 
Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar quotes this passage and trans- 
lates this phrase “ ” into “the 

power of creating anadi svabhava” on p. 10 of his article. 
The passages quoted, actually repudiate ‘creation* of the 

essence of eternal things: 



T 


which only sets off the dualistie character of the system by 
showing that everything is subject to God’s control 7 . The 
Visishta ‘ creation ’ specified in 'N. S. statement quoted, may 
be applied to God and all enternal entities on the lines of 
Mr. H. N. R’s reasoning. God for example becomes connected 
with a new point of time by His will at every moment, with 
being called Devakiputra at a particular point of time, and 
so on. By becoming a new Visishta, the Visishta is born. He 

also is Porn not in the sense of but in the sense 

of manifesting His will in some way. The Svarupa is un- 
changed ; and the so-called ‘creation* of God by becoming 
connected with changing moments of time is purely nominal, 
pradurbhavavisesha making room for the Vyctvahara popular 
ignorant usage that God is born. 

Similarly, when the jiva receives a physical body which 
it had not before, it becomes a qualified entity. The Visishta 
‘the jiva with body’ is born, that is has abhutvabhavana ; the 
jiva also is said to be born as if he had abhutvabhavana, but in 


ferTHTOfa «¥TOtTT fcrrefrTT II . . . 

JSlW'sftar 3RTT^SWMdl*«i II 

The intention of the passage is to establish God’s power 
of keeping even Anadi things under control, not to prove that 
God is the only cause of the world, or that God is secondless; 
or that the world is created at every second. The idea of 
the soul’s destruction is criticised in Gita Bh. 2, 1 9. 

|| On P. 4. this view is criticised. 

7 See A. V. 2. 3. 18. | 

v, t. v. p. 8 : crssrcsrsmrsta ^ 

|| See also -B. S. B. 2, 3, 11. 
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.reality becomes only connected with a new body and remains 
unchanged. The “creation ” of jiva is also nominal. So too 
in the case of all the eternal entities. The Visista Sristi of 

eternal things involves no change of substance 

Hence every moment God and the eternal things may become 
newVisistas; yet as they remain unchanged their eternal 
nature is not affected at all 8 . God’s creative power in 
respect of these unchanging eternal entities boils down to 
grant of ‘ dependence ’ without implying the absence of entities 
besides God. Ai. Bh. bears out this point. 


8 (J. K. M ; P. 1 0 : Sri Vyasa Tirtha writes : — 


raft I rTVJTfa 

TsrRr«1rTrrl: qq II See N. S. P. 1 95. 


(1. 4. 6) for an account of the formation of several kinds of 
vikara which gives occasion to actual creation or birth. 

Also p. 932. t. c I 


it. 



: II 


Ai. Bh. 2. 4. 3. P. 144. T. “ aTRft^ I . . 

g g nfoq q q r sft . . nmrai Jrercfa fosr- 

JTRrqr^q ^r?nrr% qr^rqsrqr . . . 

II See also Ai. Bh. 2. 4. 1. That the jiva is not 
created every moment, by becoming a new Visista every mo- 
ment is borne out by V.T.V. P.2. “ 5R ^TTT^TTrSI^lf^Rrrwf^r - 


Further the jiva, Vedas etc. are " Svarupato ’* nitya or 
“ Kutastha ” nitya, i.e. eternal in a changeless manner. Gita 
Bh. stanzas 11. 22. 23. 24. are clear on the point:— 
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Mr. H. N. R. misses this point. This is his exposition, 
(p. 18): — “So Madhva favours Sadasatkaryavada. This is 
the theory that holds that a product is existent only as a 
purvavastha and non-existent as product, i.e., as an expression 
of a fresh change. This is what M%dhva means by 
paradhinavisesavapti and it is in this very sense that he holds 
that Isvara creates the world incessantly N. S. 327. says 
“ Therefore the doership in the real sense belongs only to 
Him.” “ This implies that nothing in the world can be said 
to do anything in the real sense of the term. Acetana does 
not do anything. The case of cetana also is in reality the 
same. Taking for example a case where a jiva seems to do 
something, N. S. 327. says: “ Ebth jiva and Isvara are in the 
body, (jiva as abhimarm and Isvara as antaryamin). He 
(Isvara) produces knowledge, desire and will of the jiva by 
means of H:s knowledge, ’ desire and will. He also gives the 
power of causeness to the other causes which are external 


T. S. T. enumerates the changeless eternal entities: — 

31* ft&ST 5TW fy^SIrTSrr . . . TOT- 

5T50TRr I T.S.T. (R) p. 7.-%<r*HT foUri* 

II T. S. T. (S.) 

p. 14:— 


ii 


So Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar’s Brahma-vada is the 
naive expression of the budding realisation that even change- 
less eternal things are dependent upon God, not at all monism 
in any of its forms. T. V. T. criticises monism:— 



I I 
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to jiva. Thus He produces jar, etc. The so-called doer- 
ship of jiva is thus given by Him. The same is the impli- 
cation of the teaching of the Gita — “Knowledge, discrimi- 
nation, etc. come from me/* 

“This illustration explains how rich Isvara’s creator- 
ship is. In creating even an ordinary thing like a jar, one 
can note the real extent of His rich creatorship. His 
knowing the abilities of antahkarana is to give those abilities 
to antahkarana. This is to create both the abilities and 
the antahkarana as having them. Antahkarana is thus a 
Visista. To give this Visista to jiva is to create jiva as a 
Visista. Under the same, circumstance the knowledge, 
desire and will of the jiva are created. With them the 
jiva becomes a more complex Visista. Some external enti- 
ties such as implements, etc. as having causeness are also 
created. As a result of all these productions, the production 
of a jar takes place.” 

This is all hopelessly unsound. The Sadasatkaryavada 
of Sri Madhva explains — (see 2. 3. 2. A. V.) — what he means 
by abhutvabhavana, creation proper, in contrast with 
paradhinaviseshavapti. For example, the production of a jar 
out of earth is an instance of actual creation. The jar was 
non-existent as jar ; it was existent in the state of its material 
cause, namely earth. The earth underwent a change (vikara) 
and so a new visishta was produced* involving change of 

substance (viseshyaparinama, or Sufe). This is 

actual creation. This kind of creation is possible only to 
anitya entities, that is, originated or non-eternai entities. But 
paradhinavisesavapti is creation in the unimportant second 
sense, explained already. It is applicable to eternal entities. 

When a fam) eternal changeless entity receives a new 

addition (as for example, the jiva gets a new body), the eternal 
entity does become a new visista, but without undergoing 

any change of substance So there are two 

kinds of ‘»visista* creation: — (i) Visistas like the jar made 
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of changed earth, (a combination of earth and jarhood), 
where the substantive, namely earth, changes, and the new 
jar is effected (ii) Visistas like '* world- controlling Lakshmi,’* 
“jiva with a physical body ” where the substantives (visesya) 
namely Lakshmi, jiva etc., do not change. The production of 

the former is a case of actual creation in the 

chief sense. The production of the latter is a case of nominal 
creation, creation in the unimportant sense as already 
explained®. It is called paradhinaviseshavapti. The fact that 
God creates all the nitya entities in this latter sense and does 
not actually create them does not imply any loss of glory or 
limitation to God. The absence of incessant creation to the 
uncreatable eternal entities is an expression of His wisdom. 
Real glory is independent control, not the ability to do the 
logically impossible as giving a real child to a really barren 
woman, at the time that she is barren; or we may please 
Mr. H. N. R. by admitting that God has ability to create 
actually the eternal entity but has not out of His own free 
will given actual creation (implying change of substance) to the 

9 The idea that when the Visista has abhutva-bhavana, 
the Viseshya (jiva or Lakshmi, etc.,) has abhutva-bhavana is 

criticised in A. V. 2. 3. 2. and N. S. p : 434: i 

vifte t 

=trT^- 

II — The Kevala Caitanya is the self, the jiva without 
the physical body. The 'jiva thus defined has no abhutva- 
bhavana, even though “the jiva with body” has abhutva- 
bhavana. Mr. H. N. R. makes no distinction between 
Abhutva-bhavana and Paradhina Viseshavapti and concludes 
that the jiva is also actually created when the jiva’s physical 
body is created. 

A. V. 2. 3. 2. defines Abhutva-bhavana and denies it to many 
eternal entities: “ 



eternal entity. God’s not having actually created the eternal 
entity out of His own free will, having the ability to create it, 
is no limitation. Whichever way we explain it, the admission of 
the fact that the eternal entity is not actually created by God 
(as defined in the first sense) is faithful to the Sastras and 
implies no limitation to God because immanence in the sense 
of incessant and independent control is enforced with new 
meaning in every line of Sarvamoola. 

For that reason again, just as Mr. H. N. R*s conception 
that Isvara ‘creates' the nitya world incessantly is wrong, his 
conception that the “doership in the real seme belongs only 

to God ” is wrong. The authors quotation ik 

means “ Therefore to God alone belongs 
the chief mastership and doership.” Mr. H. N. R’s translation 
is wrong. Sri Madhva definitely says “ sNtfarar ” in 

B. S. B. 2. 3. 17. The jiva also is the real doer. Every act is 
done by God and jiva simultaneously. Both are real doers, 
God is the chief doer, the jiva is the dependent doer. The 


II N.S.p.434:-gggfrft I 

I flTf^TTraT SIVIR^PT 

sro Wfe ii If Sri Seshaeharya has given the 


interpretations that (a) Abhutva-bhavana and Paradhina 
Yiseshavapti are identical or (b) that the Yisesya, jiva (jiva, 
Lakshmi etc.,) has abhutva-bhavana, when the Visishta has 
Abhutva-bhavana or (c) that Paradhina viseshavapti is not an 
unimportant meaning of the word creation in comparison 
with Abhutva-bhavana, he must certainly revise his views. 
A misapprehension of these three fundamental ideas has 
landed Mr. H. N. R. in a Kshanika-vada, a doctrine of constant 
flux, which makes God Himself a mutable figure. 
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idea that the doership of the jiva is not real is definitely 
hostile to Dvaita So too the doctrine that ‘acetana* does 
not do anything is unscientific. Matter chatties really, moved 
by the God in it who really manifests His new forms 10 . 
The statement that doership of the jiva is %ivett is metaphorical 
for “controlled by God.'* 

The hypothesis that the jiva is made a new ‘Visishta* 
every moment as already pointed out does not, according to 
Sri Madhva, imply the ‘creation’ of the jiva. The jiva is 
unchanged and so, though he becomes a new Visishta 
connected with fresh mental changes and though he is called 

created, he is not created in the chief sense. And so many 
eternal things uncontridicted in character and essen- 

tially unchanging are admitted in the system. God, it is also 
accepted/ uses them in His sport of world-creation, though 
He can do without them. And so out of God’s independent 
will all the eternal things are causes in the fullest sense of 
the term. God can demolish everything and remain an only 
Being; but His wisdom has expressed itself in keeping under 
control a world distinct from Him and subject to His 
transcendent and immanent rulership for ever. Of the many 
causes of the world, God is the independent efficient cause. 
In A. V. 2. 1. 6. Sri Madhva says 

SPTc^TfT. Mr. H. N. R’s view 
that the system of Madhva is monism because God is 
independent, and that independent means giver of reality and 
producer of everything without using other causes, but 
e r eating them and remaining the only cause, is relegated to 
the position of a Poorvapaksha and condemned in N. S. on 

10 Read the commentary to ” 

Tai Bh. (S ) p. 37. See also T. V. T. p. 3. 1. 22. 
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pp. 299— <300 n . A doctrine of only one supreme cause is ,*>6t 
the same thing as a doctrine of only, one oause without a 
second. The latter conception necessarily implies f not • the 
dependence of the world,, but the unreality , of- the world or 
the material identity of the world with God; The author*® 
exposition, particularly the views that the jiva has no real 
doership, that matter has no real activity, are aspects of 
Advaita metaphysics, while the theory that everything is 
created anew every moment is pure Buddhism. Also the 
view that the Srutis and Smritis are only a corroborative 
evidence to pure philosophy’ is a reminiscence of the un- 
vedic doctrine of the Nyaya* Vaiseshikas 12 . 


" p^ 99 : 

i an£r i 

iMrtwfoirai sir i . . . 9 T#r 

=5T fsftJremwFnTFT F*TT%T FIR IW^mT^TT^ 

I I aTFIRH^: I 

tsfa *r^ir^: f^rcrfe <flrere ii * 

. . . srtot ^KV r q ^r f q snRTsfa sft: 



TT*ni «Eft^infii% 




... . I f WFT ^ TFl lW I ^NI^ 

ftqrifarfc! ;r%fcr I ?r* I itor r^jr-tpi 1 

to . . . . ffc toi #sgprer as: F i ra?gq i fc* ; nfo 


s» 


ggg K qr fasv arrarrtR ^s^Fi^rre^ n 


12 Mr. H. N. R. says on p. 1: — “ Madhva’s teaching is purely 
a philosophical justification of Svatantra with all its implica- 
tions.” P. 15: — “ Mere faith as opposed to reason has no place 
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There are abases of both Sanskrit and English words in- 
the article under consideration, misinterpretation of Sr.uti$ 
and Madhva texts and misuse of texts for ends for which they 
are not fitted, It is beyond the scope of this little book- to 
attempt a display of them all. One remark that is absolutely 
necessary, in this connection is that the author's conception 
of Svatantra is the result of a long process of incubation on 
the misunderstanding of the purport of the Sutra literature as 
pointed out already and secondly on the acceptance of the 
meanings of Srutis definitely condemned by Madhva, thirdly 
on definitions of monism and monotheism, dualism and 
pluralism to which no student of philosophy will agree. Again 
and again, Madhva has definitely expressed his idea of the place 
and function or reasoning in his system. V. T. V. begins with 
enunciating it in detail 13 A metaphysics of God is impossible 


in his philosophy. His conceptions are without exception 
rationalistic. When he quotes Sruti or Smriti, his aim is not 
to gain strength from it, but to indicate the philosophy un*. 
derlying the text.” In his “ Dvaita philosophy and its place 
in the Vedanta ” he is more clear : (P. 204.) : — “ In this system 
reason without the help of the Veda gives this idea ” This is 
just the Nyaya-Vaiseshika view : — 

“ » rar- 




13 vrn:^ trw i 

i * sr^rm: u 


ii ii 
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Without the aid of the Vedas. What excuse is there for our 
author’s misunderstanding it? Does he want to kill his sys- 
tem by a friendly embrace of original exposition ? It is hoped 
that this book will make Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar realise 
that Dvaita is a marvellously well-built castle of adamant 
guarded by disciplined garrisons of commentators and that it 
resents even the least attempt at change of interpretation. 14 


ti Wafor wfam for s fh E igfr Sra 


t«Nr«T^ ll 



See also Dvaita Pradipa by Prof. Vasudevacharya p. 57 
where he quotes A. V. 1,1,5; and M. T. N. 1. 139; 11. 7-8. E* 
S. B. 1.1,3; 1, 6, 18. Also 1, 1, 3. A. V ; N. S. and T. C. 


14 Mr. H. N. Raghavundrachar places himself in the horns 
of a dilemma in his article. If in Dvaita, as he states, God is 
the Only Reality, Sole Cause, Secondless Being, Only Prin- 
ciple, and nothing is eternal and everything is created, the 
system becomes monism, out the exposition becomes unfaith- 
ful to Sri Madhva. If, on the other hand, as he suggests and 
states, we interpret the terms ‘Only Reality,’ ‘Sole Cause.’ 
4 Secondless,' etc., to mean one independent principle and 
4 creation ' in the sense of ruler, we have a doctrine of one 
principle, which is Niyamaka, that is, ruler of many eternal 
dependent causes of the world ; the doctrine becomes faithful to 
Sri Madhva but ceases to be monism. Sri Madhva translates 

the , Sruti not into “tne creator of eternal 

entities,” but into “the Niyamaka or indwelling -controller 
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‘Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar’s book and article fall under 
the category of 1 Duragama* as defined in the stanzas quoted, 
and it is with great distrust that we have to accept his exposi- 
tion of Dvaita. 

A copy of this book has been sent to Mr. H. N. Ragha- 
yendrachar and it is expected that he will recant his position, 
namely that Dvaita is Monism and that it is pure philosophy 
unaided by the Vedas, and publish his corrected view. 

H. SUBBA RAO. 


I 

The Tattva-VAda of Sri Madhva 

i 3 *Trnf^ 

9ICTF$ II Bhg. T. 17 — This and other 
innumerable quotations in Dvaita teach thatthe world, though 
absolutely distinct from God, is figuratively spoken of as identical 
with Purusha (God) on account of its utter dependence upon 
God in its Svarupa. pramiti, and pravritti, as when we say the 
king conquered his foes where the armies of the king are 
called king. This is Gouna-advaita — figurative monism.] 

The pluralistic 7attva-vada of Sri Madhva begins with 
defining Brahman as perfect because He alone is Svatantraand 
everything else is Not-svantantra. Sri Madhva’s conception 
of* Svatantra-tattva as contradictory in nature to Nqt-svatan- 
tra-tattva is clearly enunciated in T. S. and T. V. There are 
no two schools of thought in Dvaita. The argument of Sri 
Jfltyafcirtha is as follows, : — 


of the eternals (p. 330, N. S.).” Another meaning of the 
S#uti is “ that is, 

He has no destructible body. — B. S, $. D> p. 574. 
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The philosophy which holds that there are no tattv^s is 
contradictory to experience and negates itself. The philosophy 
of one tattva cannot account for the consciousness of 
difference in experience. The philosophy which maintains 
that all is paratantra (dependent) leads to infinite regress. The 
system which holds that all is Svatantra (independent) will 
have to admit that the world is p3rfect. Therefore there are 
two tattvas absolutely distinct from each other because of 
eternally contradictory characters as Svatantrya and para- 
tantrya not-dependence and dependence. The Svatantra is 
only one in number; He is Vishnu. The difference between 
the world and God is told in all the sastras. There is not one 
text which intends to teach non-difference between the world 
and God ; the difference persists in mukti also. 15 The system 
is Dvaita or dualism in the sense of a doctrine of two distinct 
beings. The jiva is coeval with God, an eternal dependent 

15 Vide T. S. =ST II and the 

Tika on this, T'.s gloss. 

V. T. V I ^TT%- 

«TW: II Pp. 5 and 6. 

Ch. Bh. VI I V. T.V.p. 10— 

qwd g i *rr 

i i ^rr- 

cfcr 'roigfa: ii m: 

ii gfowjgte fa TO 11 . . mi- 
tt Id i mitt iNr ^ 

*1%***: <nsrr i srssftafir- 

^TcT?n fcpssj i 

I 5f *9 dTST SPTR%^: II 
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companion, not a product coming into existence at a point of 
time. 16 The superficial meaning of the Sastras must not be 
accepted as Siddhanta. ‘Siddhanta’ is the intended teaching 
of the Vedas apprehended as the result of subjecting them to 
critical enquiry with the instrumentality of the several 
canons of interpretation as Upakrama, Upasamhara, Abhyasa, 
etc., and also the other six canons of word-interpretation as 
Sruti, Linga, etc. Judged in the light of those canons, Dvaita 
or Dualism between paratantra and Svatantra is the Truth of 
the Vedas. Statements in the Sastras which apparently teach 
that God alone existed and the world was created later imply 
that God is great in power and glory and the world exists by 
His grace and does not exist as independent. 17 Similar inter- 
pretations are to be given to all expressions like 1 the world 
derives reality,’ ‘ God gives reality,’ * the world is produced * ; ia 
etc. 


16 See B. S. B. 2, 1 , 6 gqq q*3T 

” Also 2, 3, 1. 

7. b. s. b snqsrrq?^: artrf^r^or q&qnrr ” u See also 

B. S. B. 2 2, 1, 4 and 2, 2, 2. 

17 B. S. B. 2. 1. 6 II STOT- 

I ... I 

18 Metaphorical statements are to be explained in the 
light of fSftqqTCT unequivocal statements. Unequivocal state. 

ments declare that the world’s reality is controlled and 
directed by the indwelling Gcd, that the world is not in. 

dependent. A. V. 2. 2. 2. also N. S. p. 330. cT^ SRmfilr 
ST^TT^rf II ... . STrTTqTi 

srqRT%: ^roqqrf^rr cTr^orff^rr . . . 
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Sometimes, the world is even thought of as unreal in the 
Sajstras. The meaning of those Srutis is, that the world is 
powerless and inferior in comparison with God: 19 it is a 
dependent real, unreal as independent. Sometimes the world 
is eonceived as apparently identical with Brahman, or Brah- 
man is stated as identical with the world ; the meaning of 
such passages is that the world is dependent upon God in every 
respect though having a distinct existence. 20 The difference 
between the world and Brahman is eternal and God is the 
Chief Being. God is always Niyamaka, the transcendent and 
immanent ruler ; the world is always niyamya, the dependent. 

When God creates the world, the coeval entities which 
exist dependently upon him receive additional dependent 
traits. The entities as such are not produced 21 

The material anadi things receive some additional traits.* 
Primordial matter is even made to change (vikari). The 
spiritual entities (jivas) also receive fresh glories. Lakshmi 
manifests her desire for creation. Therefore the “ creation ” 

absolute independence is constant prerana and niyamana in- 
dwelling rulership and keeping under His con- 

stant control. That part of the world which is born is 
created also by God. 

19 See Nyayamrita p, 298: — “ 3*niT% wrils- 

’Rcgtfo: | a renaaqidH | etc. 

20 See 1.4. 1. B. S. B; and A. V. 1. 1. 1. Also:— “ 

it A, V. 2. 3. 14. also is very clear. 

” V. T. V. 

ii a. v. 2 . 3. i. sfor 
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of unoriginated things means the bestowal of a new glory upon 
them, not bringing them into being . 22 God creates everything 
in this sense/that is, in the sense of giving everything some- 

ff?r I 3^: *3^ 

i srfi^rr: i Though said 

to be created in a special sense, they have no creation m the 
chief sense 5CJTPTT TOPJTrfel I 5TOI 

^ ii 

22 When the verb ‘create’ is used to denote actual coming 
into being of a thing out of a state of non-existence, it takes 
no (objective) complement afta r it. But when it is used to 
denote the bestowal of a gift upon a person or thin'* already 
existing (as how in the case of God’s granting of special glories 
to Lakshmi, jivas, Vedas etc.,) the verb is invariably followed 
by an objective complement. O. E. D. is clear on the point: — 
41 Create — invest (person) with rank, as create a man a peer!* 
So Mr. H. N. R’s statements: ‘ jiva is created ; Avyakrita- 
akasa is created ; Lakshmi is created ” etc., are wrong. He 
should say : 11 the jiva is created a “ dehi ” (a soul with body ; 
Akasa is created inhabited space ; Lakshmi is created queen 
of the world ” etc. That means the Svarupa — the jiva, Akasa, 
and Lakshmi in themselves do not come into being. They are 
not created in themselves. But we may simply say — God 
created Brahmanda, as its Svarupa (i.e., itself) comes into 
being. There is vast difference of meaning between 'Coming 
into being” and 'becoming,’ as e. g compare ‘ trie child came 
into being M with “ the child became a school-ooy." Tne former 
implies Svarupa Sristi ; but the latter (viz paradhmavisesha- 
Vapti) forbids it. But Mr. H. N. R. uses the word creation in a 
third sense; that is, as an equivalent to ‘protection’ or 
dependence. Such a usage is purely metaphorical as when a 
drowning man says to his deliverer “ He gave me life.** 
Creation construed as ‘giving reality ’ and used in the sense of 
4 protection ’ is Gouna-snsti. 
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thing it had not before, so as to show that thev are subject to 
His control. Every eternal thing is unproduced in the chief 
sense and indestructible in essence (in its subtle state) 23 

Further God is always Svatantra, everywhere, in every 
action, in relation to everything in the world. He is trans- 
cendent. He is also the immanent ruler. What God can 
do is difficult to conceive Mr. H. N. Raghavendraehar 
would have it that God can make A and non-A identical; can 
give a real son to an eternal barren woman at the time that 
she is really a barren woman; God can kill Himself, can 
become matter, can suffer pain, can become finite and what 
not.* 4 

The answer is. the limits cf God’s glory are admittedly 
inscrutable even to the god c . Mr. H. N. Raghavendraehar 
has set out upon a philosophical enquiry whether the 
conception of Svatantra makes room for a duaiistic or a 
monistic conception of things. It is irrelevant, t :> abandon this 
philosophical process and enter into a theological discussion 
about matters respecting which even theology confesses 
defeat 25 . God is known to be Satyasankalpa by the 
pramanas. The question is what God has done and whether 
He has used His svatantrya so as to maintain an order of 
things which necessitates a duaiistic scheme of thought or 
not. We must remember also that whatever God does is in 
consistency with His perfect and all-wise nature and there 

23 A. V. 2. 2. 10. N. S. 412 *3^% . • • 3RT* 

24 Mr. H. N. R. quotes the following authorities: — T. C. 33?_ 
379. 835. A. V. 1 . 1. 1 1. N. S. 293. 327. 330. 513. But they do not 
support his position, namely that the v, or Id is not a product 
of many causes, or that God is the Sole Reality. 

25 See M. V. Sarga Vll Sloka 46 ; ai d 


amranTOnst u Tii. up. 
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are those who maintain that the inability to do the logically 
impossible is a virtue, an expression of wisdom like a particular 
form of Vaishamya which is held to be an auspicious attribute 
in Nyaya Sudha (p. 31 1) 26 . God, the pramanas state, has not 
at the time of creation given all the eight features, ^preation, 
destruction, protection, direction, knowledge, ignorance etc. 
to all. He has maintained true difference persisting between 
'Him and the world (though He can according to Mr. H. N. 
Raghavendrachar turn the world into Himself), and maintained 
Madhva also to record His activities. And so the system to 
which God has given life now — whatever He might do in 
future 27 — has to be called Dualism, a doctrine of essential 
eternal difference between two related ultimate tattvas, God 


26 B. S. B. 2, 1, 11 ; and A. V. 3, 2, 10: 


ii See also 



II N. S. 2, 1, lo.p. 312: 

1 33rd ^rar- 

1 . . . wm 

1 ?ror % 1 i i%fg 

1 * 1 ^rrtf^ 1 

snsisrrotjj: 1 1 aratsfw 

?3T^5fTf>d ?T 3r5J^T7: I rT3T^ DTT^ I * =3 3 ^- 


3K||i|RT^ ^TrfrT || 


* 7 In truth what God will do in future can be predicted 
with certainity by seers or by those who know the teachings 

of the Vedas thoroughly. Br. Bh. says — u 
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and the world 28 . But it is a dualism made possible by God, 
and re-cognised and protected by God, not generated at a time 
by God. The conception of God as Svatantra, the immanent 
ruler of the universe or the “ creator ” of all in the sense 
already q^plained does not destroy the pluralistic foundations 
of Dvaita logic. 

Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar’s conception of philosophical* 
method is foreign to Indian thought. Like other Indian 
thinkers Madhva subordinates reasoning aided by observation 
to the Vedas in determining the existence of an Independent 
perfect principle and the nature of that perfect principle 
frankly admitting that all reasoning in respect of nitya-atindriya 
is sopadhika, ridden with extraneous conditions. 29 The Vedas 
are the only guide with respect to God and His glories, not 
Bradleyan logic. And in the Vedas neither the concept of 
immanence of God in the world elaborated in Br. Up. 3, 7 nor 
the idea of the utter dependence of the world upon God 

28 v. t. v P . 9 : — sri . . . 

p. i i 1 qrcftM&ir *r%cir5irar $ : i 

«rfcr: i t 

tSRTsrrs: i srlr^ ’rciroNr ffa i snNrrg'sr- 

jrNh q&sra: i i 

err *ror % 

^ I . . . wftrcr nnf : \ ... U 

5T^r5RT ffcr cTW^TR^r JTcN^ II 

29 V.T. V. T. p: 31. 32: S&*rJTTcfor- 

etc. i ■ > ■ 

\a» ss» 
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described ip the Rg Veda and the Smritis™ can be pressed intq 
the service of a monistic explanation of life and universe. Thf 
difference between the two elements postulated, namely 


*° i ti iiMt 

wnr wnw: 2, 2, 2. b. s. b. 

A dualism which conceives the world as always dependent 
and God as always non-dependent only, cannot provide abiding 
satisfaction to the mind if it does not show how the disparate 
elements are integrated into an organic union — (for unity is 
impossible^on account of essential contradictory attributes 
persisting in the two elements) — tha\ prevents chaos and makes 
possible an explicable world-order. The Antaryamitva-vada, 
the doctrine of immanence (the misunderstood theory of God’s 
giving reality to the world, of Mr. H. N. R.) fulfils this func-. 
tion. God does not give His reality to the world. The giving 
reality to the world does not imply (a) creation, in time, of the 
nitya world ( b ) or identity of substance between the world and 
Brahman : giving reality is a metaphor for Prerana or Niya- 
mana (indwelling control, or direction from within) in order to 
keep the world in tact for ever in the ways in which the 
diverse elements can manifest their potantialities. 

Sri Madhva's doctrine of immanence culminates in pan- 
ewtheism, not pantheism. The former is the conception of 
God in all, and all things in God and is a form of Dualism 
implying distinctness of substance between God and the world. 
The iatter is the conception of the identity of all things with 
f£od and is a form of monism. It is true, Sri Madhva 
acknowledges that the jiva would v\otbe t without^the God in him. 
All the same, the substantial difference of the jiva and God 
is admitted; and the difference is accepted to be abiding, 
natural, and nirupedhika. Hence the doctrine cannot but be 
pronounced to be a form of Dualism, with peculiar traits 
which distinguish it from all other dualistic systems which 
Are philosophically untenable. 
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Svatantra and paratantra, is absolute and ultimate, 31 though 
dependent upon Cod. The system of Dvaita consequently is 
not the dualism of matter and spirit, or good and evil, but the 
philosophical dualism of Svatantraand paratantra, two related 
ultimates, one irreducible to the other. But Mr. H. N. Ragha- 
vendrachar may say that God can reduce them into a unity by 
absorbing the paratantra into His Being or negating one of the 
two so as to leave only one principle or transforming Himself 
into the paratantra. But as it is, our God is Svatantra, by 
His will' distinct from paratantra, and we are Dualists related 
to Him by His grace. 

II 

General remarks on Mr. H. N. R’s article : 4 Madhva’s 
conception of Svatantra/ 


Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar’s article in the University 
Journal (Vol. IV p. 1-36, 1 943) reproduces in a nutshell all the 
characteristics of his book, 11 The Dvaita Philosophy and Its 


31 V. T. V. p. 9 I . . . 

ftrt . . . Stfgfawr: 11 v. t. v. p. 11. 

<ran»: i fnftfrwwmi; i 

spnSre i srar# fafcr- 

ggfc u There is no identity and difference either, between the 
world and Brahman, B. S. B. 2.3.18. says “ 
agiKHt: ” B.S.B. D:— “ W.: ” The 

Siddhanta, there, is that the jiva is absolutely different from 
Brahman because He is only a pratibimba; a dependent being 
similar to God in a few respects, Real identity there is none 
between the world and Brahman. But there is figurative 
usage of identity (Mr. H. N. R's monism) to denote many kinds 
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Place in the Vedanta ”:-radmission of pluralistic data, mis* 
understanding of meanings of terms like Monism and Mono- 
theism, misinterpretation of dualistic texts, and mystifying 
equivocal phraseology and lastly a false conception of philoso- 
phical method. 

The author admits that, in Dvaita, God, the Independent 
and Perfect is different always from the world in substance 
(21); that there are two tattvas; that God is not the material 
cause of the world, that God does not change into matter or 
jiva, that Madhva rejects Asatkaryavada and holds that 
nothing is devoid of purvavastha and uttaravastha, that is, that 
everything is eternal in a subtle form ; that the jiva and space 
and other nitya entities do not come out of a state of non- 
existence into a state of existence (which is creation or birth 
as we know it), that when the jiva is said to be born, he only 
gets a physical body which he had not before; that the 
philosophy is a doctrine of Ek&n'yamaka — one ruler 
(Sarvottama), whose forms are identical with Him, but who is 
not identical with what He creates. Everything is dependent 
upon God, the niyamaka. No entity can exist without His 
direct effort for keeping it distinctly as it is. Pancabheda is 
Satya (real). Taratamya is real. The world is real. “ If the 
world is not real, the creatorship of Iswara cannot be 
justified.” There are contradictory attributes dividing God 
and the world, * Asvatantra is defective and Svaiantra is 
defectless and the two can never be identical.”(?4) The world 
is not a part or change or transformation or identical ex- 
pression, or Visesha of Brahman’(23). 

He even admits that the world has the same degree of 
reality as Brahman, that ‘the difference between the two 
cases (God’s and world’s) of satyatva and nityatva is one of 
kind and not of degree’ (26). 

of relationship between the world and Brahman JJTORI 
&!§ ” (I See also A. V. 3, 3, 1. 
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Thii pamphlet is an improvement upon the bOolt in two 
or three respects. The author has given up his Brahmadvaite 
Or Svatentra-advaita j has abandoned the doctrine of degrees 
of reality and has given up the definition of monism as a 
doctrine of ‘one in many.’ But he is now more monistic in 
spirit than in the previous book. Whereas Madhva unequi- 
vocally explains all apparent identity statements in terms of 
bvaita, Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar explains all explicit 
dualistic truths of Sri Madhva in equivocal monistic expression 
and gives them dualistic meanings here and there . There are 
passages in the scriptures which apparently teach that there 
is one principle, God is the only real, God is all, God is the 
only cause. Sri Madhva has explained them as meaning that 
God is independent or Sarvottama after subjecting them to 
critical enquiry. 32 Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar reverts to the 
position criticised by Sri Madhva and uses monistic 
phraseology as “ Svatantra, the All that explains Air* (4); 
4 * the Cause of all ” (may mean material cause also) ; Source, 
Ground, Principle, Substance, Basis, Truth or Reality of all 
(p. 1.) which imply that God may be a pantheistic Reality; 
“ Svatantra, the only Reality (20)” ; “ Svatantra, the All,”; (28), 
But he admits that Madhva clearly says that ‘Svatantra’ is 
4 Sarvottama,’ not Sarva. On p. 15. he says " At every stage, 
Madhva amplifies in unambiguous language the teaching of 
the Sruti...by his favourite expression that Hari is 
Sarvottama— the Highest Principle of all.” The Poorva- 
paksha language of Madhva is used to express the Siddhanta 


32 Vide A. V. 1, 1, Ek N. S. : 124 qrfqTft 

^qfcsnifa gq i ^ r q t q rfe^ fr r & q srftqr^qfo i qrrfa- 


srqnr: qrajqq qtaqfor 11 Parimala: 
wHiniaiq wraiw ra t n <LiuiLiUi^m \ ww qnwqr 

aw, pq wf fa g nfo ft fa are: II 
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by Mr. H« N. Raghavendraehar. This is one kind of mystifi- 
cation. 

Secondly, Madhva states that the world is 1 paratantra,’ 
(dependent) and 1 avara,’ (inferior)— words which clearly reject 
the conception of derived reality (which implies that the 
world has God’s reality). But Mr. H. N. Raghavendraehar 
says: “ The Sutra calls the world “avara” (inferior). It is 
inferior because it is adhina and adhina means derived (26)/* 
Here the author invents the wrong word “derived” to 
describe the reality of the world, and gives it the Sanskrit 
meaning ‘adhina' (dependent), which no dictionary bears out. 
What is “dependent reality” to Sri Madhva is “derived 
reality” to Mr. H. N. R. So too Mr. H. N. R’s theory of ‘one 
Real ’ is a name for the doctrine of Sarvottamatva (Highest 
Being). On p. 13. also he says ‘ the world is paratantra, that 
is, it has derived reality.’ This is the second kind of mystifi- 
cation. 

Thirdly, Madhva clearly states that God does not give His 
reality to the world but controls the reality of the world. It 
is obvious from this, that passages which state that God gives 
reality or that the world derives reality merely mean that God 
controls the inherent reality of the world i.e., that the world is 
dependent. Mr. H. N. Raghavendraehar reverses this order 
of exposition. His Siddhanta is 1 God gives reality to the 
world’; God gives svarupa, pramiti and pravritti to all. 
Then he translates this “giving reality” into “adhina 
(dependent).” On p. 5. he says “Isvara as the gwer of satta in 
these various senses is called Niyamaka (controller)”. Instead 
of directly stating that Isvara is the controller of the reality 
of all, he falsely says ‘ He gives reality to all * and gives an 
explanation which involves wrong usage of words. This is 
the third kind of mystification. For “giver” does not mean 
“niyamaka” or controller according to any usage. On p. 5 
he says again, “the term satta in this connection means 
svarupa (essence), pramiti or prameyatva (the state of being 
known), pravritti (function) and existence in space and time. 
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Only from Isvara does everything in the world receive satta 
in all these four senses and with reference to every aspect 
that occurs to it. For this reason everything is called 
adhina (dependent)/* Here ‘receiving existence' is used as 
an equivalent to “being dependent." 

Fourthly, Madhva clearly states that many things, as 
matter and space and jiva, are eternal and anadi ; and if they 
are said to be created, it means they receive a speciaf 
dependent trait at the time of creation though they are 
dependency coeval with God. In Mr. H. N. Raghavendra- 
char’s exposition everything is created ; God creates the anadi, 
God creates the nitya. Even eternal things are produced^ 
(P.8): “The natural svarupa or svabhava possessed by 
everything is also created by Isa.” Then comes the unnatural 
translation on p. 8 : — “ Isvara is the giver of reality to prakriti 
...What is meant in these passages is that there is nothing in 
this world that has reality, independent of Brahman. For this 
reason the whole world is called paratantra. Paratantra 
means product.” Whereas Madhva says (A. V. 2. 3.1.) that 
eternal things are not created >n the chief sense and that they 
receive a dependent trait at the time that Brahmanda is actu- 
ally produced,, Mr. H. N. R. says all eternal things are created 
in the chief sense and creation means dependence. This is the 
fourth kind of myjtification. No dictionary translates 
“paratantra” into product. Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar 
admits also that spat e, prakriti etc. have coeval existence with 
God on p. 7. “Creation of the world presupposes the existence 
of the substantive aspect of things ” “Everything is nitya in 
substance and anitya with regard to its change.” So ‘giving 
existence,’ creating, producing are equivalents to Niyamakatva, 
control, while receiving existence, creation and product are 
equivalents to paratantratva, dependence in Mr. H. N. Ragha- 
vendrachar’s vocabulary. 

Fifthly, Madhva says God is Niyamaka of all nitya and 
anitya. But Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar strangely says God 
is the author of all and later translates the word author into 
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‘niyamaka.* On p. 20. he says; — " Having been the author 
(niyamaka) of the particular svarupa and svabhava of the 
cetana...lsvara makes the th,5gs produced by the jiva.” 
Which dictionary authorises us to translate the word 
41 author *' into 4 niyamaka (controller)* ? 

On p. 10. he wrongly translates Madhva’s word ‘niyamaka* 
into “creator *’ ; he says “ The fact that Isvara is the creator 
of anadi essence of anadi things. ..is the same as anadi 
svabhava niyamaka sakti, the power of creating anadi 
svabhava.” So when Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar writes: — 
“ God is the creator of eternal things,” he means, 44 God is 
the niyamaka of eternal things,” why, we ask, does he not 
state Madhva’s position unambiguously ? 

Another kind of mystification consists in translating Srutis 
not in the senses wh^h Madhva has given to them but in their 
apparent monistic sense and accepting it as the correct 
sense for the basis of discussion. The Srutis 14 Sarvam 
khalvidam Brahma”, “ Ekamevadvitiyam Brahma*’ are 
translated in an anti-Madhvaic sense. So too the authori- 
ties 44 Vasudevamadvandvam 14 Yasmat paramatmaiva 
tatvam tasmat tamev° pasyanti munayah ” etc. are wrongly 
interpreted without reference to the glosses. Even if those 
texts are accepted in the senses given by Mr. H. N. Ragha- 
vendrachar, their monistic purpose is all frustrated by expla- 
nations of Sri Madhva to apparent monistic passages admitted 
by Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar also. He says on page 28: 
44 We have seen how creation means giving satta, etc., to the 
created. This meaning of creation enables Madhva to explain 
the passages of Sruti which apparently teach the identity of 
Brahman and the world. He says, Bhg. T. 17. 44 All this* 
viz,, the world consisting of bheda is said to be Purusa 
Himself, because the satta, etc., of the world are adhina.** 
Bhg. T. 53. 41 Because Han gives satta to all, He is called 
Sarvatattva ” 44 Bhg. T. 55, — Because Kesava gives satta to 

jiva, He is said, to be identical with it.” V.T. V. 4 * All this is 
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called Brahman, because satta, etc., of this are Brahma- 
dbina.” These Dvaita quotations of Mr. H. N. Ragha- 
vendrachar teach that apparent identity passages, are, 
according to Sri Madhva, figurative (gouna) expressions 
conveying the truth that the world is dependent upon 
Brahman. ‘Creation* according to Mr. H. N. R. also 
means ‘giving reality to the world* which in turn means 
# tadvasata * dependences as already stated. So our author’s 
monism is another name for the truth that the world 
is dependent upon God in all respects. But the language 
which Mr. Raghavendrachar has employed to express this 
obvious truth is very mystifying, instead of directly stating 
that the eternal things are dependent upon Cod, he says that 
the eternal things are created and then defines ‘creation’ as 
‘ giving satta, ’ and ‘ giving satta ’ as ‘dependence.* After this 
pyrotechnics of definition, he concludes on p. 28. that by 
interpreting the world ‘creation* as “giving reality = 
dependence,** Sri Madhva has explained apparent identity 
passages. This is absurd and gives a very poor idea of Sri 
Madhva*s philosophical exposition. The truth is all the 
apparent identity passages are plain dualistic statements or 
figurative expressions to Sri Madhva. 32 But Mr. H. N. R. 


32 Apparent ‘ Advaita,* texts are really figurative state- 
ments jffarspJfaTTi teaching in a secondery sense one of five 
truths; A. V. 1. 1. 1 : etc., quoted on p. 20. A. V 

2. 3. 14. N. S. p. 435: SWif tare T?: 
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<5) 

failing to distinguish between a figurative expression and ft 
plain statement, and ignoring Madhva Sastras, considers 
; W, as plain “ monistic M statements 

teaching identity and as identity between the world atwf 
Brahman is not accepted by him, he interprets ‘identity’ 
as creation, and creation as giving of reality, and giving of 
reality as dependence and ends in a glorious explanation, 
namely, that Madhva is a monist and monism means 
dependence of the world, or supremacy of God. This 
presentation defames Sri Madhva and involves the abuse of 
many English words, and misinterpretation of Srutis. The 
term ‘identity* never meant * creation \ though it has 
five secondary meanings (Gounartha). Creation is net inter- 
preted as “ giving of reality M to eternal things anywhere by 
Sri Madhva. “ Giving of reality ” is a figurative expression 
for 1 niyamana *, control from within as indicated in A. V. 
2. 2, 2. Instead of fancifully saying that the “ implication** of 
identity stated in is creation in the sense of giving 

of reality, Mr. H. N. R. ought to have stated — had he followed 
Sri Madhva — that apparent identity texts are plain dualistic 

rfar II A. V. 2. 3. 18. N. S. p. 453. says that on 

account of the dependence of the jiva upon God in point of 
inherent attributes, cognition and activity, etc., and some 
resemblance between the jiva and God, the jiva is called & 
4 gonna mmsa,* a part of God figuratively, not really. The 

reasoning also is clear : 

I “There is no identity between God and any other 
thing ; there ia no identity-and-difference between God and 
any other thing in any way.*' 

Pf: l — ‘ Statements of persisting difference in mukti in- 
validates monism in the real sense." N. S. p. 631 pays:~n 

Monism is not the accepted posi- 


tion of the Sutrakara.” 
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texts; and that if they cannot be so construed they must be 
considered as figurative expressions of the truth that God is 
great and independent and the world is inferior and dependent 
etc., as explained in B. S. B 2. 3. 14; 2. 1. 5. and A. V. 1. 1. 1. 
etc. But Mr. H. N. R’s original exposition 33 , turns a Gouna- 
advaita into a Mukhya-advaita. a figurative monism into rest 
monism. He makes the obvious difficult, while usually 
writers intend to make difficult things clear. Indeed on p. 15. 
he says, “At every stage of his thought Madhva amplifies in 
unambiguous language the teaching that Hari is sarvottama — 
the Highest Principle of all. To make use of English terms 
his system is unmodified monism in the sense that it traces 
everything absolutely to one principle” Which dictionary 

33 In Ivs editorial of 29-1 1-1 943 to “The Rationalist” 
Mr. G. R. Josyer. M.A., F.R.E S., remarks that Mr. H. N. R. 
sought to popularise Dvaitism as he “understood it “ or as it 
“presented itself” to him. But we ask, why did he under- 
stand it in a way opposed to tradition, as no Madhva scholar 
till to-day has understood it ? The point is, systems of thought 
like Advaita lend themselves to varied and conflicting inter- 
pretations at the hands of their own adherents as seen in 
Siddhanta Lesa Sangraha of Appaya Dikshit. But Dvaita as 
expounded in the works of Sri Madhva and his commentators 
is clear as crystal. Its exegesis js exhaustive, comprehensive 
and unequivocal. There are therefore no two schools of 
thought in Dvaita on any topic. It is impossible to mistake 
it any more than one can fail to discern that gold is yellow. 
Whose fault is it if the whitewashed wall appears as yellow? 
Is it the fault of the white wall or of the defective eye? Has 
Mr. H. N. R. discerned 4 Monism in Dvaita* hidden for 
centuries unperceived by Sri Madhva himself and all his 
commentators ? Or has he found a new meaning for the term 
‘ monism * not known to any lexicographer? For to him, 
mdnism=creation=giving reality=dependence. Another posi- 
tion is Monism = one Reality, one Cause lone Substance^ 
giyer of reality to eternal things=creater of all = Indepen- 
dence = Sarvottama . 
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authorises us to say that a doctrine which holds that God ia 
distinct from and superior to all beings is monism? Mr* 
H. N. Raghavendrachar ignores the serious task of defining 
the term 11 monism” properly with authorities and examples 
and showing what form of monism Dvaita is, if he has thought 
it to be a form of monism. He has not done it because he 
cannot do it. Madhvaism is not monism. Indeed the very con- 
ception of Svatantra and even Mr. H. N. R.’s conception of 
“creation of all,” display the unlimited glory of the Lord 
in contrast with the littleness of the world and bring out 
the theistic character of *he philosophy. The whole 
argument of Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar is: — There is 
Svatantra, God ; because He is Svatantra (all-controller) 
everything is to be traced to Him ; hence, to Madhva himself, 
the system is monism.” The weakness of this argument is 
obvious. God is not the source of the eternal entities. He is 
not the material cause of the world. Sri Madhva nowhere 
calls himself an 1 Advaitin,’ or his doctrine ‘ Advaita.’ He has 
condemned Advaita and explained apparent identity texts as 
figurative expressions meaning that the world is dependent 
upon God etc. With these remarks, 1 turn to review 
certain errors of exposition in Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar's 
article; 1 shall quote Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar’s statements 
and then interpret them in the light of Dvaita faithfully, in 
order to show how confusing Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar’s 
article is on account of the abuse of several Sanskrit and 
English philosophical terms. 
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Further Examination of Mr. H. N. R’s article. 


(1) “ Svatantra, the one principle of All, substance of all. 
Reality of all”: — Here principle means “ niyamaka,” or 
Controller, not identical substance. One principle means 

“ Sarvottama” to Mr, H. N. Raghavendrachar also (p. 15). 
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(2) Svatantra is the Cause, Ground, feasis of all: — The 
rtiftanihg is efficient cause (not material cause) df ail ; Adhara 
<*r Supporter of all. 

(3) " Svatantra is the giver of the reality of all” — The 
meaning is Svatantra is the responsible agent of the reality of 
all, that is, immanent ruler. On p. 5. Mr. H. N, R. says 
'* lsvara as the giver of Satta in these various senses is called 
niyamaka” 35 

(4) “The whole universe is the expression, work, or a 
product of a single principle and this is named Brahman ” : — 
If this were true Madhva’s philosophy would be monism. 
But the meaning of this sentence is, the whole universe is 
not the expression of Brahman in the sense of identical 
manifestation or incarnation, or outer essential form ; 36 the 
universe is not the work of God in the sense of change or 
transformation or Vikara of God ; it is not the product of God 
in the sense of material effect, as a table is the product of 
wood. Some things like space are not products at all. On 
p. 5. the author says: “product means paratantra and by 
explaining creation etc., as occurring to the world, the text 
proves adhinata (the dependent nature of the world).” 


35 “ Giving of reality ” to eternal entities is metaphorical 
for prerana or niyamana, control from within. See A.V. 2. 2. 2. 

’sffcnu i VThtam snfaw: i apw 

duftwft ft si ftsm*Pn i ?pot ftsreRnftsi fasrawn 

I Also 2. 2. 5 II 

•I II and 2. 2. 1 0. A. V : — 

3^*1 U ‘Giving reality’ to non-eternal things, 

means creating them in the chief sense. 

•• See A. V. 2. 2. 1 C. and 2. 8. IB. B. S. B. and A: V. 
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p. 3. (5) “ Brahman is all that explains the world with all 
its aspects”: — No, unless 4 AH’ is made to mean Svatantra* 
The meaning is, the being, the capacity to act, indeed the 
entire history of the world cannot be explained without 
referring to God’s power, because the world is always ard in 
every respect ‘ God- depentent.’ Such God-dependent-doctrine 
is monotheism, not monism. If Brahman is all, the system 
is monism. 

(6) “ Hari creates acetana as acetana ; but he creates 
cetana along with acetana i.e., body.”: — In Dvaita the word 
4 Utpatti ’ has two meanings: (a) birth at a point of time — 
which is the chief primary meaning and (b) getting a new 
dependent trait. Nitya things have not the former kind of 
‘Utpatti’. In the latter sen-»e everything has 4 UtpUti/ Put 
into English then it would mein every uuorigmated existent 
object secures some fresh dependent trait at the time of 
Brahmanda-creation ; or simply becomes an object of special 
dependence. The English word ‘creation’ applied to express 
this grant of special dependent glory to unoriginated things 
confuses the readers unless it is followed by an objective 
complement. Mr. H, N. Raghavendrachar obviously misuses 
the English word ‘creation’ and takes pains to explain else- 
where that creation means 1 paratantrya ’ (dependence) which 
becomes ridiculous. The Siddhanta is, cetenas a ra not 
created. Nitya acetanas also are not created. 37 But all are 
dependent upon God. “Along with” implies that the soul 
and body are both created. That is false. 


37 See B. S. B. 2. 3. 1.:— TOITCra: I . . . 8T«TS> 

n b. s. b. d. 2 . 3 . 1 

U N. V. B. 2 . 3. l STflfar: I sifor: 
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(7) “Madhva’s Brahmavada traces everything of the 
world to the wish of Brahman*’ : — The meaning is Sri 
Madhva*s Brahmavada traces the origin of the produced 
world to God’s will and maintenance of all to God’s immanence. 
The wish of God does not become the world. Eternal 
entities are not cheated by the “ wish ” of God. 

p. 4. (8) “ Svatantra, the All that explains all’ : — No. 
Svatantra is the One that is the efficient cause of the anitya 
and the maintainer of all ; the one without subordination to 
which no bong of the world can exist. Statements which 
apparently teach that God is All are explained by Sri Madhva 
in a dualistic sense as admitted by Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar 
also 30 

(9) “ The cause of all must be Svatantra. This may be 
illustrated in the following manner: Cause in the ultimate 
sense is necessarily one. Two ultimate causes l'mit each 
other and raeh ceases to be ultimate. Further, the two 
causes must be brought together if they were to give rise to 

feqRTrir %far o^^ETT 1 N. V. p. 49 TTTTfa 

11 P 1 5 

fonftr?* 11 n. v. b. 51 ■— sfarei 3 rft?rc% 

|| 

38 Certain Srutis appear to teach identity. But. in A. V. 
and B. S B. 1 , 4, 1 ; 2. 3. 14 etc , it has been decided that they 
should be interpreted in the dualistic sense, that all is depen- 
dent uoon Brahman. Also see Bn. T. 11 . 5. 2 : — w- 

ttt 1 3^ c&far wrsrifr i 

5ETtTTT^ q?fr«rer II 

. . . 1 *frrrsrfh%- 

II 55 Bh.T. These are quoted by Mr. H. N. R. also. 
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the world. The principle that brings them together becomes' 
the ultimate cause of all and it is necessarily one.” — The non- 
eternal world has many ultimate causes in the sense of* 
co-existent, irreducible causes. 39 But the Independent cause 
is one. Matte*’, space, time, jiva etc., are ultimate causes. 
A doctrine of only one Independent cause and many depen- 
•dent efficient and material causes distinct from It is 
Monotheism 

(10) *‘The cause of all is neither upadana nor nimitta. 
The cause of all is necessarily changeless. So the cause of 
all is not upadana. Nor is it nimitta . For a nimitta cause cannot 
do anything without the help of upadana.” — This is unphiloso- 
phical. The Svatantra karana must belong to one of two 
categories — nimitta (efficient cause) or upadana (material 
cause). Otherwise it will have to be an abstraction. God is 
admitted to be the chief nimittakarana. 40 The definition of 
nimittakarana is “generator without undergoing transforma- 
tion.” 

(11) “ Thus according to Madhva, Svatantra is the cause 
and paratantra is product and Svatantra is the cause of all 
that occurs to paratantra.” — These remarks must be under- 
stood in the light of T. S. T. sentences ignored by the author. 41 

39 See 2. 1 . 6. B. S. B. and A. V. 2. 1 . 6. See Gita Ch. 1 8 
St. 13. 

40 t. s. T:— «remmr 

|| Also N. S. p. 200. P C. p. 6 Sraftairfct- 

Rsrnr ^T^fr crfaftTf^rctfr i 

In his D. P. P. V. Mr. H. N. R. has stated 

that God is the efficient cause ; p. 176: “According to the 
Upanishads Brahman is efficient cause (nimitta) of the world.” 

41 f^JTcT: R^tS^R^^T | 



It is ap abuse of the English word ‘product’ to say that 
Lakshmi, etc., are products. They are eternal but become 
enriched or transformed into new glory at the time of crea- 
tion. It is also unpnilosophical to speak of such entities as 
Lakshmi, Prakriti, and Space as limited in every respect. 
Further they are not changes of God as a table is a product 
of matter. If product means ‘dependent* according to the 
author himself (p. 5.), such a meaning is opposed to English 
usage. 

(12) The author says that God is Ashtakarta — the creator 
of the “eight aspects that occur to paratantra “ ; production 
living, destruction, direction, knowledge, non-knowledge, 
bondage and release. “The first four and non-knowledge, 
in the sense of the absence of knowledge occur to acetana 
and all the eight aspects occur to cetena.“ Criticism •— -The 
author ignores T. S. statements just quoted and implies that 
Lakshmi also is created, destroyed, etc., — a view criticised on 
p. 14. of Parimala. The point is, the author makes no 
distinction between what God can do and what he actually 
does. If Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar is consistent to his view, 
he should state that God creates knowledge, release, bondage 
etc., to all acetanas. He thinks that God’s independence 
implies actual creation of eternal things in the chief sense. 
Why does he not think that God’s ‘ indepenedence ’ cannot be 
rightly justified unless the term ‘independence’ means 


| csnf? | crairfe I . . . 

i ?nr arefo r q : siwrefer 

a* ?rra^r T^rsftjTf sjraan: i 5 » 

I I TOT 

gasrasswr i *tivr 1 vm- 
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granting of knowledge, release, bondage etc., to acetans also? 
If the eternal entities can be said to be “ created ” in all serious- 
ness, why should not acetanas be said to be endowed with 
knowledge, bondage, release and other conscious experiences? 
Will not the glory of God increase by such an admission ? Mr, 
H. N. Raghavendrachar unnecessarily checks his original 
speculations. Can he not say acetana has knowledge, bondage 
and release and translate these terms into 11 dependence,” 
just as he says eternal entities have ‘ creation * and translates 
the term ‘creation * into “ dependence ” ? 

(1 3) “ Svatantra signifies all-creationship — Not nece- 
ssarily. 42 If it does, it may be retorted that it signifies that God 
has no creative desire ; that He suffers no second real thing 
beside Him and so the world is unreal; and that God 
makes matter also all-knowing, every spirit equal to God; 
gives ‘ eight aspects * to jada ; creates all things equally and 
alike, etc. Is all this signified by ‘Svatantra’? The 
truth is, the method of reasoning cannot establish a Sva- 
tantra entity ; cannot establish the glories of ‘ Svatantra/ 
The author quotes 76 authorities and gives a theological 
account of his own ignoring plain Srutis and calls it pure 
philosophy unaided by the Vedas. After all, he means by 
4 creatorship* dependence or adhinatva (p. 5). T. V. T. con- 
demns the view that nothing is eternal: — 

i <rcr«i 11 

(14) " Svatantra is the giver of the nityatva to the nitya 
things of the world/’: — “Giver” is metaphorical. A philoso- 
phical writer must be clear. The meaning is, God is the 
indwelling maintainor of the eternity of eternal things. But 
for Him, even eternal things would not be. By ‘giver* Mr. 

« See A. V. 2. 2. 1 

11 Y. M. P. 1 6 aws a nfarrofa « 

gtfffo t fo . . . n See also B. S. B. 2. 1. Sutra 12. 
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H. M. Raghavendrachar means “Niyamaka” (p. 5) which is 
wrong translation. 

, (15) " Isvara as the giver of Satta in these various senses 

is.called Niyamaka. Madhva says in Ai« Bh. 37 4 By explaining 
creation, etc., as occurir.g to the world, the text proves adhi- 
natva (the dependent nature) of the world.” p. 7 : ‘ Everything 
is nitya in substance.” p. 9: " Tattva means Prameya ; botft 
Svatantra and asvatantra are prameyas”: — Does this account 
favours monistic interpretation of things? Secondly does 
41 giver of Satta” mean creator as well as Niyamaka ? Is 
“creator'* equal to “ Niyamaka”? 

p. 7. (1 6) “ Isvara * creates Akasa ' ; it is an expression of 
Isvara who is immanent in it.” — No. It is an abuse of the word 
“create ” to say God creates Akasa for God only gives a special 
dependent trait to unoriginated Akasa. Creates means gets a 
dependent trait according to Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar (p. 5) 
not according to any English dictionary. The verb create 
must be followed by an objective complement. 


(17) ‘ Nothing in the world is uncreated ’ — No. Non-eternal 
entities are not un-created. Eternal entities are not created 
as T. S. T. says: . . . 



* II firaiAw i CRtrasro i qrsjtwoihif 


The position that everything 
is created is criticised there alone : 



The meaning is, if everything is 


said to be created, the admission of eternal entities becomes 
contradicted. Hence the Acarya says: “The dependent world 
>bas a small number or great number of the twelve aspects: 
creation, protection, destruction, control from withirj, -ignor- 
ance, knowledge, bondage, release etc. Only the nori-eternal 
and Nityanitya entities have creation.!! . N 
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It. is true that statements like ‘ everything is crea- 
ted' occur in the Sastras. The author should explain 
their intended sense. All these discussions based on a 
misapprehension of the right spirit of B. S. B. 2. 3. U 
<Viyadadhikarana) lead the author into a quagmire of 
ambiguous expression that serves no philosophical purpose. 
The truth is, the creation of the produced world only is in 
the hands of God but not the creation of the nitya world for it 
has no creation at all. 43 Further ‘uncreated’ as already 
pointed out means not-dependent to Mr. H. N. Raghavendra- 
'Char, (p. 5.) Obviously,' the English used by the author is too 
poor to bring out the significance of B. S. B. 2. 3. 1. etc. 
satisfactorily. His language is hopelessly misleading. The 
-author means everything is dependent upon God. But he 
uses expression which implies that everything is identical 
with God ; or that God is the only Reality. The T. V. T. says 
that only the knowledge that everything is dependent upon 
Ood alone (not one with God) leads to liberation from bondage 44 
‘ Not-uncreated ' for 1 dependent * is an abuse of expression. 

p. 9. (18) “Even the so-called anadi things are His 
-creation” — No. Anadi things have no creation; they are 
dependent upon God for their protection etc. Otherwise, this 
is a self-contradictory argument. 

p. 7. (19) “ Isvara creates the world by making use of the 
elements that are already existent, i.e., the elements to which 
Isvara has already given existence ” — No. “ Has already given 
'existence ” is a metaphor for ‘ has dependent existence along 

43 S. C. p. 379 unrest: 

ftr f^RTT i . . . t wrarefra r- 

wgiJT . . , fgrr s f tadW 11 

44 T. V. | 

Sn^TTcT II 



Vtth H im*' I# i mm abuse of **p*es*son to uw Hm \ Oa wm 
*4jve existence 1 in. the sense of "control " The expl|aeti|at 
4 Mr- H* K. Raghavendrachar is more difficult than the 
passage ha explains. To him "creates " means gives ' adhh 
natva * (dependence) p. 5. 

p*8, (20) “ Prakrti, etc., also are products " — No. They exist 
dfeptfndently upon God's desire, Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar 
ignores the coeval nature of the dependent eternal reals with 
dependent inherent reality of their own 45 . Or, we should know 
that to him, product means paratantra (p. 8). It is an abuse 
of language to use the word ‘product* for paratantra (depen- 
dent). 

(21) “ Paratantra means product (karya) ” — The reasoning 
must be quite the reverse. If the nitya world is called karya 
it means that it is paratantra in a special way, as it is depen- 
dent upon Him for its existence though not produced by Him. 
Dependent existence is not necessarily produced existence. 
No dictionary can sanction this usage. 

p. 9. (22) “Though both Svatantra and paratantra are 
called prameyas, it must not be forgotten that Svatantra is the 
Object in the highest sense." — Both are objects of knowledge. 
Narayana is the chief object. The word object has no change 
of senses. 

(23) ‘All without any exception is actually created by 
Brahman 1 : — The same fault as in 18. Non-eternal entities 
are created ; but eternal entities are maintained and invested 
with special traits at the time of Brahmanda-production. Sri 

«* See Gita 11. 12 and XIII. 19 :— 

3W# I A. V. 1.1. 11:-J«NN SRIT fetd 1 

God's 'giving reality ' to anadi things coeval with Him eon* 
sists in His controlling them from within so as to reveal their 

natural unborn capacities. N. S. p. 1 34 : — •AasHits&ffW fWB* 
I Parimala p. 123 : — Jfill 




ttfcdhva uses th6 word Srshti (creation) in three senses (1^ 
orignation out of a state of hon-existence (2) investing a pre- 
iriously existing thing with a special trait (3) manifestation at 
farms; as/ God creates Brahmanda; God creates Lakshmi 
Queen of the world ; God creates His forms. Mr. H. N. Ragha- 
vemdrachar uses the word in a fourth sense, namely mainte- 
nance of eternal things which he calls 4 giving reality to nitya 
entities/’ and he thinks that this is actual creation. But 
maintenance is a form of niyamana, not Srshti. Nevertheless 
he says that everything is created and interprets his own word 
‘creation' as 'adhinatva, dependence* on p. 5. But actual 
creation is Abhutvabhavanam- coming into existence out of a 
state of non-existence ; as the creation of a table. 

(24) “‘isvara has anadi svabhava niyamaka sakti * the 
power of creating anadi svabhava — This is wrong transla* 
tion ; the correct version is, ' the power of controlling anadi 
svabhava. 1 Obviously creation means, to the author, niyama- 
tcatva i.e., control. Such a position is faithful to Sri Madhva 
but such a usage of expression is unfaithful to lexicographers. 
It is an abuse of the Sanskrit word niyamaka to translate it 
into creating power. In order to support his fanciful position 
that everything is created, Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar has 
gone to the extent of translating the phrase “controlling 
power' 9 into " creative power.* 9 

(25) M Vishnu is the ' giver ’ of Satyatva to other things*:— 
The meaning is, Satyatva- niyamaka — maintainor of reality. 
'Giver of reality’ means niyamaka to the author also. (p. 5)- 

(86) "In the Vedanta of Sankara, the distinction between 
jiva and Brahman is taken to be anadi ; yet it is considered to 
be the creatidn of avidya ** : — The word creation is loosely 
(Md. Mr. H- N. Raghavendrachar has mistranslated the 

adhina in the authority he has quoted 11 

The right translation is 11 To tha 
Advftitins, the distinction between jiva and Brahiban is 
mya+de pendent upon Avidya.” Hfre Sri Sankara’s followers 
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with Him.’ It is an abuse of expression to use the phrase 
4 give existence' in the sense of “control.” The explanatipn 
of Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar is more difficult than the 
passage he explains. To him “creates ’* means gives * adhr 
natva ' (dependence) p. 5. 

p. 8. (20) “ Prakrti, etc., also are products*' — No. They exist 
dependency upon God’s desire. Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar 
ignores the coeval nature of the dependent eternal reals with 
dependent inherent reality of their own ls . Or, we should know 
that to him, product means paratantra (p. 8). It is an abuse 
of language to use the word 1 product* for paratantra (depen- 
dent). 

(21) “ Paratantra means product (karya) ’* — The reasoning 
must be quite the reverse. If the nitya world is called karya 
it means that it is paratantra in a special way, as it is depen- 
dent upon Him for its existence though not produced by Him. 
Dependent existence is not necessarily produced existence. 
No dictionary can sanction this usage. 

p. 9. (22) “Though both Svatantra and paratantra are 
called prameyas, it must not be forgotten that Svatantra is the 
object in the highest sense.” — Both are objects of knowledge. 
Narayana is the chief object. The word object has no change 
of senses. 

’ (23) ' All without any exception is actually created by 

Brahman': — The same fault as in 18. Non-eternal entities 
are created ; but eternal entities are maintained and invested 
with special traits at the time of Brahmanda-production. Sri 

45 See Gita 11. 12 and X 111. 19: — 

I A. V. 1. 1. 11 1 

God's ' giving reality ’ to anadi thi ngs coeval with Him con- 
sists in His controlling them from within so as to reveal their 

natural unborn capacities. N. S. p. 1 34 : — 8H9- 
| Parimala p. 123 : — 
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Madhva uses the word Srshti (creation) in three senses (1)' 
orignation out of a state of non-existence (2) investing a pre- 
viously existing thing with a special trait (3) manifestation of 
forms; as, God creates Brahmanda ; God creates Lakshmi 
Queen of the world ; God creates His forms. Mr. H. N. Ragha- 
vendrachar uses the word in a fourth sense, namely mainte- 
nance of eternal things which he calls ‘giving reality to nitya 
entities/’ and he thinks that this is actual creation. But 
maintenance is a form of niyamana, not Srshti. Nevertheless 
he says that everything is created and interprets his own word 
‘creation' as ‘adhinatva, dependence* on p. 5. But actual 
creation is Abhutvabhavanam-coming into existence out of a 
state of non-existence ; as the creation of a table. 

(24) Isvara has anadi svabhava niyamaka sakti * the 
power of creating anadi svabhava ” : — This is wrong transla- 
tion ; the correct version is, ' the power of controlling anadi 
svabhava.* Obviously creation means, to the author, niyama- 
katva i.e., control. Such a position is faithful to Sri Madhva 
but such a usage of expression is unfaithful to lexicographers. 
It is an abuse of the Sanskrit word niyamaka to translate it 
into creating power. In order to support his fanciful position 
that everyth ing is created, Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar has 
gone to the extent of translating the phrase “controlling 
power ** into “ creative power.** 

(25) M Vishnu is the ' giver ’ of Satyatva to other things ’* :— 
The meaning is, Satyatva-niyamaka — maintainer of reality* 
‘Giver of reality* means niyamaka to th9 author also. (p. 5). 

(36) “in the Vedanta of Sankara, the distinction between 
jiva and Brahman is taken to be anadi ; yet it is considered to 
be the creation of avulya " : — The word creation is loosely 
used. Mr. H- N. Raghavendrachar has mistranslated thb 

wdf*d adhina in the authority he has quoted : — 

VU'tfM sftwSTO The right translation is “ To tha 

Advaitins, the distinction between jiva and Brahman is 
mya^ dependent upon Avidva.’* Here Sri Sankara's follower*. 
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are called Advaitins (monists) by Sri Vyasa Tirtha. Mr* 
H. N. Raghavendrachar takes pains to avoid that term 
and translates the word “Advaitins ” into ‘the Vedanta of 
Sankara* as he has resolved to reserve the term Advaita for 
Madhva’s system. His translation of the term * adhina* into 
‘creation’ (p. 5) proves that he intends to change the texts 
to suit the purposes of his exposition. The “creation of 
all ” bought at such a dear cost will not favour a true monistic 
hypothesis. 

This illustrates the author’s wrong use of words like 
product, creation, cause, source, ground ; etc. The author 
should consider the difference between karya-karanabhava 
and niyamya-niyamaka-bhava. 

p. 11.(27) “The Sruti says: “ Sadeva Somyedamagra 
asit,” and so on. The apparent meaning of this is that 
Brahman (Sat) was prior to the world. But, because time is 
one of the items of the world, the real meaning of the Sruti 
must be that Brahman transcends time, because It is the 
creator of time. So, the term ‘ agre ’ in the Sruti does not 
mean priority in time ; it means gunapurna.,' : — This quotation 
proves decisively that Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar has mis- 
interpreted passages apparently teaching that Brahman 
creates all entities. The meaning of those passages is simply 
this: God transcends all the nitya entities in the sense of 
being greater than they. He does not create the, nitya t as 
actual creation in the sense of bringing into existence out of a. 
state of non-existence is not possible in respect of them* 
Time and space and many entities existed along with God 
dependently before creation. God is greater than the world. 
God is greater than time. But it is wrong to say that God is 
the creator of time-process. Again the use of the word- 
creator in English, in the sense of ‘controller* involves an 
abuse of expression. Creation means ‘ niyamaka* (controller), 
according to the author (p. 10.). /' , f 

p. 12. (2,8) “ Sarvam Khalvidam Brahma (All this is 
Brahman indeed)” : — The author translates the Sruti as^ a 



Sankaraite does, while it is interpreted by Sri Madhva in the 
sense * This Brahman is perfect . 1 46 This again is one of the 
many illustrations of misinterpretetations of Madhva texts 
abounding in Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar's book. But, one 
real means 'Sarvottama’ (superior to all beings) to our author 
{p. 15.) Has the word ‘one ’ such significance, or the word 
4 rear? 

p. 13. (29) “ The world has derived reality'’: — Another 
abuse of expression meaning distinct inherent dependent 
reality ; not His reality. Mr. H. N, Raghavendrachar translates 
derived reality into dependent reality on p. 1 3. 

p. 14. (30) Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar states the correct 
position of Sri Madhva and rejects it: “Sometimes, we may 
read carelessly some passages of Madhva such as :—the world 
is satya, nitya, etc., it is different from Brahman, Brahman 
creates the world making use of prakrti, etc., Brahman is 
tattva. the world is tattva, etc,, etc. And after such a careless 
reading, we may wrongly think that Madhva teaches as 
follows: — The world is as real as Brahman. Brahman is one 
of the causes of the world ; Brahman has therefore a second 
or many seconds to it, etc., etc. We may even think that we 
can support these ideas by means of Sruti, Smrti and the 
arguments used by the other Darsanas, Nyaya, and so on. 
But all these are only notions that are fundamentally opposed 
to Madhva’s Brahmavada, the sole aim of which is to establish 
Svatantra as the only ground of the world.” 

Criticism: — (1) There is nothing wrong in the refuted 
position and in thinking in the way described there. The aim 
of the Brahma-vada is not to establish Svatantra as the only 
ground of the world, but to establish that Svatantra is tho 
only independent ground of the worid which has many depen- 
dent grounds of many kinds. Read Gita Chapter 15. 1-5. A. V. 
2.1.6 and Br! Bh. to 6. Th® 
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Alleged mistaken position therefore is the correct position 
though such knowledge will be useless if one does not apprehend 
that Brahman is independent, and that everything is depen- 
dent upon Him. To Sri Madhva as to the advocates of the 
alleged position, the world is as real as Brahman i.e., has the 
same degree of reality as Brahman. But Brahman has 
superior Svarupa, etc., while the world has inferior Svarupa, 
etc. On p. 26 Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar also admits that 
the difference between the satyatva of the world and that of 
Brahman " is one of kind, and not of degree.” Now he is 
representing this position as a mistaken notion. (2) The 
world has many causes, not many independent causes. 
Brahman is the independent cause ; Akasa, Time, Matter etc. 
are dependent causes. Brahman is not the material cause at 
all. As Brahman has not been the only cause of the world, 
the world, strictly speaking, is the product of many causes. 
Since God is not the material cause of the pot, the pot is the 
product of many causes, God being the independent cause. 
The authority “ ^ ” 

shows that God can create without dependent causes, not that 
He has created without dependent causes. On the other 
hand 2. 1. 6. states that he has used them. So by the will of 
God Himself the world is the product of many causes. 47 It is 
wrong to say that dependent cause is no cause at all. Can we 
say that dependent fire does not burn? Evan dependent 
reals have arthakriyakaritva. See B. S. B. 2. 1. 6. Where Sri 
Madhva admits ‘ Sadhanajata* a collection of causes which 
God makes use of in creating the world. (3) Brahman has a 
second in the form of a paratantra world. It rs eternal 
misery to think that the world is unreal and that therefore 
Brahman is devo id of a second at any time . ** But Brahman 

47 See the passage quoted on p. 14. f. 

“(I) Br. Bh, 

i ♦fsrffo u . . . . 
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has no equal or superior or independent second. That is w hf;. 
Sri Madhva has interpreted “ Ekamevadvitiyam ” not in tbO 
sense of 4 God is one without a second * but in the sense of 4 God 
fethe Highest Being undifferenced in Him~e!f, without an equal 
or superior’ ; for in B S. B. 2. 1 . 6 it is decided that Brahman' 
has a paratantra second. 

4 ‘ Ekamevadvitiyam ” which apparently meins 1 Brahman 
has no second’ is interpreted to mean that “ Brahman has a 
second, inferior second, not an equal or superior.” 

That Mr. H. N. R ighavendrachar wrongly understands 
Madhva’s position is apparent by his interpretation of 
‘Ekamevadvitiyam Bnhmi* int ) “ Br imn \n is one only and 
It is second less ” Obvioirdv he plari^ tn fnst h>s own 
(idealistic?) philosphv on Sri M,td^va }T j admits that the 
world is S'ltya, nitya, and that there -s no difference of degree 
in the realities of the world and Brahman. Yet he criticises 
the right Dvaita position. Has he g.ven up Dvaita ? The 
passage (33) quoted in support of his exposition by Mr. 
H. N. Raghavendrachar is in A. V. 2. 2. 1 : 

Anu. V. 2. 2. 1 I 

| 3Rrr^TRRI?TRF^ SfgRrT: i 

surt: i crsjiftr 

fsiTgsg; mfosn I ^ I 

rfcr «*rrt rtt^rt i rcRtkrt 

I Previous to this passage we have: — 

crasTfxTT: sRis;?r: i 

^ttaarRJreft^r^ li 

This passage does not criticise the view stated by Mp. 
*i. N. R. at all. It criticises the Sahnkya, Advaita and other 
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doctrines, including Mr. H. N. R.’s position which maintair 
views opposed to the intended teachings of the Vedas. 

p. 14. (31) “ Brahman the only source of all ” — Misleading 
again. 'Only source’ for 1 chief Nimittakarana * is wrong 
usage. Brahman is the only responsible agent of all. With- 
out Brahman the world would not be. ' Source of all * means 
4 giver of reality which means niyamaka to our author, (p. 5.) — 
The world has two sources, one independent and many depen- 
dent sources. 

p. 15. (32) “ Being misled by the term Dvaita that is appliec 
to Madhva’s thought even an ardent follower of Madhva ma\ 
try to find out Dualism or Pluralism in this thought ” : — If dua- 
lism is understood as a doctrine of two distinct beings, of dif- 
ference between paratantra and svatantra, not necessarily oi 
two perfect beings of equal glory ; if pluralism is understooo 
as a.doctrine of many distinct beings, not as a doctrine o 
many independent beings there is no harm in regarding this 
philosophy as a form of dualism or pluralism 49 There is 


4# The D. P. S. II p 306 defines Pluralism as “the theor\ 
that reality consists in a plurality or multiplicity of distinc 
beings opposed to monism as a theory of the essential anc 
ultimate unity of all being " Also see p. 79 of Dvaita Pradips 
where the definitions of the terms Monism, and Dualism are 
quoted. 

Also En. R. E. vol. VIII. p. 809: — Monism: — Taking the 
term in its widest sense, we might apply it to every mode o 
thought which seems to transcend the distinction between the 
physical and the psychical and to reach an ultimate unity- 
classification — Idealistic monism, naturalistic monism. In the 
19th century, the term “monism “ came to be used by the 
disciples of Hegel as designating their own peculiar mode o 
thought. 

Absolute ~ Vol. 1. Er. R. E. p. 43 : — " The Absolute in Meta- 
physics — The term is applied in metaphysics to the whole o 
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harm in regarding it as a form of monism, a doctrine of only 
one being, as it implies that the world is mithya. A doctrine 
of one independent being responsible for the dependent being 
of the world, equally real (not independently real) is called 
monotheism, not monism. The misunderstanding of defini- 
tions given in the dictionary, the failure to perceive the root-^ 
meanings of monism, dualism, pluralism, theism; the 
ignoring of words like Bhedavadin, Bahutattva-vada etc. 
employed by Sri Madhva and his followers to denote their 
positions, and the desire to strike out a new path not supported 
by texts is responsible for this mystifying exposition. 

(33) — “ At every stage of his thought he amplifies 
in unambiguous language the teaching of the Sruti — “ Eka- 
mevadvitiyam Brahma'’ — (Brahman is one only and It is 
secondless), by his favourite expression that Hari is Sar- 
^vottama — the highest principle of all. To make use of Eng- 
lish terms, his system is unmodified monism in the sense 
that it traces everything absolutely to one principle, i.e #l 
Brahman. It is thus far from dualism or pluralism. Fur- 
ther, to call his thought monotheism is not to do justice to 
him. Monotheism implies something of religious faith. 
But mere faith as opposed to reason has no place in his 
philosophy.”: Criticism — Where is the quotation in support 
of this remark ? What authorised the author to interpret 
‘Ekameva’ as Secondless. Is that the Dvaita Bhashya 
meaning? Can secondless mean Sarvottama according to any 
dictionary? If 'Ekameva' means 'secondless' Madhva’s 
interpretation of it as ‘Sarvottama* becomes wrong. If 
Ekameva means ‘ Sarvottama,’ the author's translation of it 
into ‘secondless* is unfortunate. Should not the author faith- 
fully interpret the Dvaita quotations he gives, just as Sri 

.Reality. Absolutism in philosopy is a method of interpret- 
ing reality which starts from the point of view of, and con- 
structs a system by direct reference to, the complete unity 
of the whole, p. 47: — In the Vedanta philosophy the doctrine 
•of the Absolute is styled Monism (Advaita-vada),” 
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Marihva has construed them ? Secondly a philosophy which 
traces everything absolutely to one principle so as to posit a 
relation of identity i.e., which expounds the multiplicity as an 
aspect, Svarupa-amsa, part, transformation, or mode or 
manifestation, of the one principle is Monism. A philosophy 
which traces the existence of the world to one maintainer or 
Niyamaka or transcendent-immanent principle is Sesvara- 
vada or monotheism. Dvaita is a philosophy and religion. 
Every form of monotheism is not irrational, or mere religious 
faith opposed to reason. Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar’s new 
monism is the pure monotheism of lexicographers, with the 
defects of irreligion, wrong arguments to prove God, and 
ambiguous expression. True monotheism is a philosophical 
system which makes religion possible. If a doctrine of 
1 Sarvottama ’ is not monotheism which else is? Sarvottama 
means supreme being ; the Highest of all principles ; not' the 
principle of all* * Dependent principles also are principlts 
according to Sri Madhva. If it is said that Monotheism 
implies something of religious faith, It may be retorted that 
Mr. H. N. Raghavendrchar’s monism implies something of 
unreality of universe, or identity between God and the world, 
and unvedic independent reasoning, and also absence of 
religion. The root-meanings of the words monism and 
monotheism are ignored by Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar. 

p. 15. (34) Again Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar gives a 
partially correct and partially incorrect exposition of Dvaita 
as nobody has given it and criticised it : f * A superficial reading 
of Puranas often makes us familiar with the creation of the 
world in cycles (kalpa). We are told that Isvara gives rise- 
to the things of the world, mahat, ahankara, etc., making 
use of prakriti as upadana and kala, etc., as nimitta. in 
accordance with the karma of the jivas that have to play 
their parts in the created world. This is the popular idea of 
creation among the Hindus in general and the Madhvas in 
particular. It is popularly believed that the upadana and 
nimitta causes of the world and the jivas are anadi and 
therefore uncreated. It is also believed that God is the creator 
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in the sense that he connects and directs the several self - 
existent anadi things and with their help creates the objects 
of th*. W'rld . even as a pot-miker connects water , clay , etc., 
and makes a Pot. The idea that the upadana and nimitta 
causes of the world exist irrespective rf God , the creator , 
is the substance of this belief.*' Criticism: — The account of 
this imaginary tradition, is the result of an undigested 
study of B. S. B. 2. 3. 1. and A. V. 2. 3. 1. etc., as already 
pointed out. 50 There is no such tradition among the 
Madhvasasis alleged here. If the author were to substitute 
“ by them ” for with their help ” and change ' irrespective of * 
into “ distinct from ** and 1 imm m°.nt principle ’ for 4 creator, *■ 
and state that all the things used by God are dependent upon 
Him not only as a servmt upon his king , but in the sense of 
having us existence, essential nature, arid functioning capa- 
city, etc, dependent upon Hi^ grace always and everywhere, 
in place of the italicised sentence, there will be notmng wrong 
in tne exposition at all. There is absolutely no relation be- 
tween Mr. H N. Raghavendrachar’s remarks and the T. C„ 
quotation he has made in this connection which says that 
everything, even if unborn, gets a special dependent trait 
at the time of world-production. There is no Madhva who 
imagines that any part of the world is independent of God at 
any stage; just as there is no student of pnilosophy so 
ignorant as to think that a doctrine of Sarvottama- vastu can 
be called monism. The point is, an ordinary but careful 
study is sufficient to enable one to avoid saying God created 


50 Anadi (unonginated) things and all entities are 'self, 
existent,* in Dvaita, in the sense that they have Svatah Satyata - 
natural existence ; not independent existence. Svarapato-nitya 
Eternal things, as defined in G. V. 2-18., we may say, do 
not require the aid of God in point of creation, for they 
have no creation at all. All things depend upon God for 
maintaining what they naturally possess. But what they 
naturally possess is not derived from God's essence. It is 
distinct in substance etc. See M. T. N. Ch. I. 28. 
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eternal things; or that dependent reality means created 
reality. A philosophical exposition in English .must pay 
regard to the meanings which English words like creation, 
product, derived etc. signify in accordance with tradition and 
usage. 

p. 16.(35) ‘Svatantra,’ the sole Creator of All, always, 
everywhere’ ; — No. Svatantra is the chief creator, not the sole 
creator. The author ignores dependent reals It is true that 
at the time of creation, the dependent causes were functioning 
only in a subtle form by the grace of God immanent in them-; 
and God ‘created* the world by making use of the dependent 
causes, Himself. But after the world-creation, the work of 
creating inferior things is b^ing carried on by agents other 
than God also with God as their indwelling principle. Tnese 
agents are not independent, but dual in nature; every man is 
himself plus the distinct God in him ; the self has the power 
to create to a certain extent; In B S. B 2. 3. 1 6 it is decided 
that the jiva has many natural, underived qualities. 2. 3. 17. 
B. S. B. decides that the self has natural creative power 
God therefore is not the sole creator in this system. 

But as decided in 2. 2. 2. and 2. 1. 6. th^t dependent creative 
power cannot function without the God in it, the self is not 
the independent creator. 51 So we have two creators: many 
dependent creator’s and or.e Independent. God is the sole 
independent creator, the chief creator, not the sole creator 
in this system. Mr. H. N, Raghavendrachar persistently ignores 
this distinction and employs the monistic language, which 
Madhva relegates to the position of his poorvapaksha and 
explains as being figurative in nature. In V. T. N. chapter 2. 

Madhva says 

(See also 1. 4. 1. B. S. B.) Secondly, while elucidating' 
this, the author says: "We have seen how the rich creator- 


• * • 

51 The quotation i 9 is translated into «TT5 

II B. S. B. 2. a 17 
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ship of Isvara can make, unmake and differently make things* 
Applying this thought to the case of these three entities, 
cause, product and indifferent entities, it is easy to see how 
Isvara can cancel all or make each the other. He might 
have cancelled a different product and produced the 
product 52 in question. Or, He could have made the present 
product its cause or an indifferent entity and made the cause 
or indifferent entity the present product. Further even w.ith 
regard to time in which product is supposed to appear, He 
could have ma J e the present past or future and the past or 
future the present. He could have even made the present 
pastless or futureless and the product causeless or effectless. 
We are thus required to see His karana % akarana and anyatha- 
karana — doing, undoing and doing differently with reference to 
every item of the world . So the fact that He has created a 
product is purely an expression of His independent will and 
it only illustrates the final truth taught by the Upanisad, 

4 lcchamatram prabhoh srstih.' ” Criticism: — This discussion 
is irrelevant ; the translation is completely wrong; and the 
exposition is inaccurate. We are not required to see God’s 
karana, skarana and anyathakarana with reference to every 
item of the world. It is simply impossible. God does not 
exercise these three functions with regard to every item of 
the world. God has the capacity to do or undo a thing or do 
a thing in a manner different from the way in which it is 
done. But he has done everything in some particular manner 
and by His Sankalpa does not change it . 53 God has acintya 
sakti, power, unthinkable by us. The point is does the 
conception of God’s acintya sakti, favour a monistic 
explanation? In the first place God has used His independent 
will, not his Acintya sakti, in creattng every part of the 
world. His ordinary independent power that is thinkable and 

52 All this is wrong translation by Mr. H. N. R. and is quits 
unintelligible. 


* 3 D. S. 
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that does not break the rules of logic as expressed by his 
sankalpa (desire or will to create) will suffice for the creation 
of the world. That power (svatantrya) will not create a 
monistic order of things. Granting that God uses Acintya 
sakti, the identity conception is not favoured by such an 
admission. The greatness of God only reveals the absolute 
difference between the world and God and necessitates ar> 
anti-monistic explanation of life. God has used the causes 
and made the Cosmos a product of many causes by His own 
will. God has not by his acintya sakti negated the world, or 
negated Himself or has become an “ Advaita Murti.” 

The only truth about this matter is ‘ God can do 
whatever is in harmony with his perfect and defectless nature 
(lswarya-avirodhi). God cannot cease to be God, because 
He is God, All-wise. Besides, Mr. H. N. Raghavend rachar’s 
account of God’s power does not help a monistic explanation 
c f things at all. Monism in its only three possible forms — 
materialism, Idealism, double-aspect monism — insists on the 
dilution of distinctness between the several principles 
postulated. There should be only one principle, or quasi 
principles absolutely identical, or bound up by the relation 
of identity-and-difference. Pure and absolute and eternal 
difference (not opposition) such as is admitted in Dvaita is a 
bar to a monistic explanation of life. The ability of God to 
remain alone will not make the philosophy monism ; the 
fact of His being alone or being identical with the world 
in some way, (not of being called identical in a metapho- 
rical manner) is essential for monism. 

p. 17. (36) ' Change comes from Iswara. It is therefore 
paradhina. The state of a thing obtaining paradhina is 
called paradhinavisesa avapti. Paradhinavisesa means a 
variety of paradhina. Avapti means obtainment. This is the 
meaning of snsti (creation). So the production of change 
means the production of Svarupa (Svarupa Sristi) of jiva* 
Change is paradhinavisesa and its occurence to jiva is 
paradhina-visesavapti.”: — Some Srutis state that all nitya 
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( 8 ) 

things are * created ’ at the time of creation, not in the PPpuIfrf 
sense of coming into existence out of a state of non-existenpe # 
but in the unimportant sense of blooming more dependent 
upon God than formerly by receiving some additional glory 
dependent upon Him. That is 4 creation ’ in a special restricted 
sense. Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar has quite failed to bring 
out this truth stated in 2. 3. 1. B. S. B. and wrongly calls this 
M Change which word implies Vikara. 5 * Space does nofc 
undergo ‘ Vikara’ ; Lakshmi does not undergo ‘Vikara/ Mr. 
H. N. R. says: — * 4 An idea in the mind or a relation to a body 
is a -case of change that occurs to jiva” This is untrue. Only 


54 There are only four kinds of 'change.' They are 
mentioned in A. V. 1. 4. 6. N. S p. 195. The jiva's getting a 
body etc. do not belong to any of these four categories. 
Therefore the creation of a jiva as Visishta should not be 
expounded as a form of changing the jiva. Also the statement 
that the jiva is produced when the change (paradhiPa visesa) 
is produced involves a double use of the word 'produced/ 
The change is produced in the sense of Abhutvabhavana 
coming into existence out of a state of non-existence; the jiva 
is ‘produced * in the sense of paradhinaviseshavapti obtaining a 
pew outer body. In English this is an instance of quibbling. Sri 
Madhva says “kutastha” eternal things have no change. Mr. 
H. N. Raghavendrachar says “everything has change and 
phange means paradhina visesa" Sri Madhva says eternal 
things have no ‘svarupa utpatti/ But Mr. H. N. Raghavendra- 
phar says that everything nas ‘ Svarupa srishti ’ and says that 
SyariHa sristi means getting a special trait. The attempt of 
Itfr. H. N. Raghavendrachar to give English words impossible 
ipeanings which they cannot bear in order to suit his 
pre-conoeived idea is obvious. After all, this ‘change* and 
tfrifi Svarupa Sristi' %n\ply that space, jiva etc., ^re coeval 
yri(h §nd distinct from God, Where is the room fpr Mr. 
H. N. Raghavendrachar’s monism ? T. S. T. says. 

jjnmrcr? i 
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when there is Vikara as when a green mango becomes red or 
a gold bangle is turned into a ring, or as milk becomes curds or 
copper becomes silver by a process of alchemy, is it right to 
say that the thing is changed. By getting a body, the jiva is 
not changed. But the Vedas say that he is also “ created " in 
the restricted sense of receiving a dependent something (a 
physical body) which he had not before, but not in the sense 
of changing or of coming into existence out of a state of non- 
existence. Does God change by moving in the world? While 
using an English word to express philosophical truths taught 
in Sanskrit works, should not a writer use it in the sense 
which it has in English usage ? 

p. 1 9. (37) “ Antahkarana is thus a visista. To give this 
visista to jiva is to create jiva as a visista. The visista is 
not different from the essence or svarupa of jiva — This 
is also a bad rendering of the N. S. passage explained on p. 4. 
The correct meaning of the passage is, when the jiva 
becomes a visista namely “a jiva with an external body ”, 
this visista is created (has abhutva-bhavanam). As there is 
identity between the Visista (compound) and the visesya 
(jiva, the substantive), when the Visista is actually created 
the jiva also is said to be created actually (as if he had abhu- 
tva-bhavanam). But as the jiva has Avasthif a svarupa, un- 
changed identity, it does not come into being ; that is, it has 
no abhutva-bhavanam ; therefore it is ’created’ only in the 
sense of having received a special dependent trait (a physical 
body). The jiva therefore does not change and is not 
created in the chief sense 55 — the sense which js necessary for 

55 In support of his view that the ' creation ’ of jiva is real 
Mr, H. N. Raghavendrachar quotes “ T. Pr. 2. 3. 1. 

J3rqT%! l s fcftcqfr lft fo r 3»T- 

and translates it wrongly into “jiva’s production in this sense 
is not metaphorical, but it is a real case of production.” Thti 
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deriving everything from God, every moment. What is the 
meaning of the word * create ’ here? The author cannot tell. 
When a student puts on his coat, is he created ? So we have 
to say that when a man puts on his coat his svarupa (self) is 
created ; So too when a man takes away his coat he is 
created ; when he rides on a bicycle he is created; when he 
thinks, h* is created. Every moment as the new time- 
connection is given to him, the jiva is created. God also is 
created and is changed when He is connected with a new 
moment of time. We will have to say there is nothing 
4 svarupato nitya* changeless in substance and that everything 
is pravahato nitya. The jiva, it follows, is not an abiding 
entity at all, but a consecutive flow of conscious states (a 
series of new visistas) created anew every moment; This is 
Mr H. N. Raghavendrachar's logic, not Sri Madhya’s. God- 
intoxicated Spinoza reduced his Substance into a monistic 
being. Svatantra-intoxicated Mr. Raghavendraehar has 
reduced a theistic philosophy into a kshanika-vada, a doctrine 
of perpetual creation of jivas on such simple word-play of 
this kind. But if we remember his abuse of the word 
41 creation ” to make it mean dependent elsewhere, his position 
ceases to be very dangerous. The jiva is 1 created ’ = The jiva 
becomes specially dependent when he gets the antahkarana. 
If this is all that he means, the abuse of expression is obvious; 
his purpose to expound the philosophy of Sri Madhva as a 
form of monism is frustrated. 


correct meaning is “ the ‘ creation ’ of the jiva by the actual 
creation of the body only to be given to him is not purely 
nominal. For creation here means giving a dependent trait.” 
This means that the jiva is not created in the chief sense of 
the word creation ; but 1 created * in the unimportant sense cf 
the word creation. Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar’s exposition 
deceives his readers by playing upon the words ‘ production ' 
create 1 and * change.’ Throughout his book he accepts the 
unimportant meanings of Sanskrit words as their chief mean- 
ings and chief meanings as unimportant meanings. 
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p. 20. (38) Having criticised the traditional exposition of 
Dvai£a, Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar gives nearly the same 
traditional account of a number of principles with God as the 
chief principle and immanent principle in all. In conclusion he 
says: “ This, explains how lsvara is the direct or immediate 
cause, Saksat karana* of all that exists/*: — Here ‘ Saksat * 
means chief. When a jar is created, God is the chief cause, 
not the immediate cause, indwelling in all its causes. 55 

p. 20. (39) “A question may be asked, if lsvara has 
Asesasakti, why has He created this imperfect world ? This 
question does not arise, because the philosophical enquiry 
concerns itself with the world that is given and not with 
what ought to be given.” : — This question arises on the 
monistic assumption of Mr. H. N. Ragaghavendrachar that 
•dependent cause is no cause and that God creates eternal 
things also. The answer is, God is not the only cause 


55 The author quotes A. V. 1. 1. 5 

i sprite® i and 


expounds that God creates everything including jars and tables 
directly. First the authority he has quoted is quite irrelevant. 
The passage means “ Nirguna Brahman is not taught by the 

Vedas ; but l 1 W the Narayatia of attributes only 


is taught in the Sastras. Next, in creating a pot, the potter is 


the mediate, chief efficient cause. N.S. 327 says 



5^r mm God is the chief maker, not the direct 


fnaker of the pot. The potter is the direct creator. God by 
His will makes the potter the ‘mmitta’ of his creative 
activity. The potter is a dependent maker. See B. S. B. 2. 8, 
17. B. S. B. 1-4-1 etc. N. V. B. p. 44. is quite clear on the 


point 






I See also N. S. p. 1 98. 



of the world, but the chief and independent cause of th$ 
world. Mr, H. N. Raghavendrachar regards God as ttnf 
only cause of the world, puts to himself a question whicli 
connot be solved on his premises and gives a wrong explanation 
in this and the following sentences without quoting an p 
authority at all . We ask “If God is the only cause why should 
He create other imperfect causes and bring the imperfect 
world into being? From the perfect only the perfect must 
emanate.” Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar plays intellectual 
jugglery and answers (p. 20): “This question implies that 
what is created must be as perfect as the ereator. In that 
ease, the created is either different from Isvara or not 
different from Isvara. If it is different, it cannot be perfect, 
because perfection implies absence of limit and thus there 
cannot be two perfect entities. If it is not different, it is 
identical with Isvara and then the distinction between the 
created and the creator is not justif ied/* All this is Mr. 
H. IN. R’s own view without support in the sastras. The retort 
is, there should be no distinct imperfect world at all if God is 
the only cause or source of the world. One might even 
remark that the very existence of a second world, or the 
very creation of a second imperfect world is a limitation to 
the Perfect Being. Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar cannot meet 
this objection on his premises. But we answer, that Sri 
Madhva and his commentators deny in A. V. 2. 1 . 6. and in 
N. S. p. 31 1 etc., that the mere existence of a coeval entity is 
a limitation to the perfection of God. They argue that the 
independent existence of a second being constitutes a limitation. 
God therefore is perfect in spite of the fact that there are 
innumerable dependent entities coeval with Him. Tne causes 
of the imperfection of the world are obvious on the pluralistic 
bases of Dvaita philosophy. The created world is imperfect 
because the system of Sri Madhva accepts that God is not the 
only cause of creation. Though He is the chief cause, there 
are other dependent causes, and thus the system becomes a 
doctrine of many causes, with God as Mukhyakaraoa.— (se* 
also N. S. 8H. for further discussion)— That is the essence of 
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pluralism, the reference to many eternal ultimates, the 
Independent and dependent for the explanation of the imper- 
fect world. God who makes use of the several dependent 
causes disproportionately out of his own free will in accordance 
with their natural, and underived disproportionate varying 
natures cannot be called partial or cruel. Such partiality, 
being the expression of God’s justice is not a defect. 

p. 21. (40) Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar ignores the depen- 
dent causes and is clogged in the mire of wrong exposition: 
“ Madhva holds, however, that in creating a thing, lsvara 
takes a form that is immanent in that thing.” Where was 
* that thing’ in which Brahman intended to reside if He were 
the only cause? If Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar replies there 
are many dependent causes and Brahman is the one indepen- 
dent and chief cause, he reverts to the traditional pluralistic 
account. Or his logic will land him in infinite regress. 
Secondly does God ‘ change ’ by taking forms ? 

p. 21.(41) Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar presents the 
doctrine of paneabheda and taratamya. How, we ask, should 
all this be if Brahman were the only cause? A doctrine of 
one cause is Monism. A doctrine of many dependent causes 
with an lswara, as the chief cause is theism or pluralism. 
Some pluralists assert that the secondary causes have limited 
independence. So too some monists assert that the world is 
unreal. The particular kind of teachings of Madhva enables 
us to cal! him a pluralist who maintains that the secondary 
causes have no independence but have only distinct existence. 

p, 21.(42) The monistic bias of Mr. H. N. Raghavendra- 
char leads him to a difficulty when he tries to justify evil: 
“Even the imperfection or dark side of the world helps the 
expression of the bright side of the same. This shows' hov* 
the things are created on a principle. Imperfection leads to 
correction and bondage leads to release.” — There is no 
support in Dvaita for this exposition. There are many causes 
of the world dependent upon God distinct from Him. Evil is 
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made to destroy itself by attempting to destroy others. There 
is eternal hell for natural sinners. God’s hatred of evil is an 
expression of his natural defectlessness. 

IV 

Mr. H. N. R’s strange views and interpretations 
of Srutis. 




p. 23. (43) ’Svatantra’ is transcendent and it cannot be 
similar to paratantra. So the terms Sadrsa etc., as applied 
to paratantra or pratibimba, mean that its reality is derived 
from Svatantra’': — No. The jiva’s reality is not derived from 
Brahman; but dependent upon Brahman. The jiva is similar 
to God in some respects, though God is transcendent and has 
many dissimilar traits in Him. How can the similarity of the 
world imply that the world's reality is derived from God? 
Sri Subbarayacharya’s Sutrartha Manimanjari 2. 3. 18. p. 424 


defines Pratibimba : 





Where is the 


authority for Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar to conclude that 
the term Sadrsa implies that the world is created by God ; or 
has derived reality from God. The idea is opposed to Dvaita. 57 


p. 24. (44) The author quotes A. V. 3. 2. 42. (It must be 
3. 2. 1 0.) 


itchtcwstj i grn i «**- 

iter?irerr: SF?sTg7T?IT: qcurcfffl: l 


I and wrongly translates it: — u jiva is called abhasa 

57 See A. V. 2. 2. 6 :— etc. and 
N. S. to it which prove beyond doubt that 1 similarity ’ 
inevitably implies essential duality. 
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because its knowledge and existence are always produced by 
Isvara. Just as a man's shadow is a reflection and a creation 
of the man all the jivas...are pratibimbas." This is misrepre- 
sentation. The correct interpretation in the light of a clear 

line in that same context, 

not quoted by our author, is:— “As the natural knowledge 
ind natural reality of the jiva also is dependent upon God the 
jiva is called a pratibimba (reflection) of God. Just as the 
shadow is similar in some respects to and dependent upon the 
man whose shadow it is, so all the jivas including Caturmukha 
are pratibimbas of God.” The comparison of the jiva to the 
shadow is not in respect of createdness, but in respect of (i) 
partial similarity of nature (2) and dependence upon another. 

p. 25 (45) Certain statements of Mr. H. N. Raghavendra- 
char are foreign to Dvaita. For example: “ Brahman is para- 
martha in the sense that It gives reality to all. For this 
reason Brahman is Advaita or Advitiya, Secondless and 
Superiorless.” : — Dvaita does not maintain a God that gives 
reality to entities which have no reality or which cannot 
take reality being coeval. Brahman is not Secondless. It 
is devoid of an equal or superior. The Sruti is wrongly 
translated. The word ‘paramartha’ means Supreme Being 
and indicates the idea of God’s transcendence, not merely 
* giving reality' i.e., controlling power. 

p. 25. (46) " Further, to call the world Satya (real) proves 
the paratantra character of the world.” — No. Reality is not 
another name for dependence ; nor can the 'reality* of the 
Ivorld by itself be used as an argument to prove that the 
world is dependent. Can we say that the world is dependent 
because it is real ? The Sruti quoted in support of this position 

is hostile to the author: A. V. 1.1.6: — 
fSRH ***saWl I As usual, the author wrongly translates 

this: — “ Brahman is Satya because it gives satva to the world. 
This is the meaning of Sristi (creation).” — The correct meaning 
is " God causes the (born) world to possess existence. He is 
©ailed Satya, because He is the creator of the (bom) world." 
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p. 28. (47) Oo p. 28 there is ft piece o! logic which is hard 
to understand : "we must abandon the apparent meaning of 
Sruti and study the implication of the abheda or identity 
taught by it. This implication consists only m recognizing 
the fact that Brahman is the Giver of reality to the world* 
Thus Sri Madhva explains abheda by employing the same 
conceptions, Svatantra and paratantra, that point out bheda 
between the two. Bheda (difference) according to him is thus 
an expression of abheda (identity) as taught by the Sruti. 
Abheda (identity) implies that paratantra can never be 
separated from Svatantra, i.e., it can never exist independent 
of Svatantra. Paratantra is therefore ananya (identical) but 
Brahman is transcendent ” : — All this is unsound. Difference 
and identity are opposed. It is therefore wrong to say that 
difference is the expression of identity just as it is wrong to 
say that light is the expression of darkness or vice-versa. Sri 
Madhva rejects the conception of identity-and-difference also. 
To Sri Madhva non-difference between the world and 
Brahman is false ; metaphorical expressions of identity are 
found in the Vedas to indicate the glory of God as in the 
statement “Rama is a lion.” But Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar 
says that Identity is the chief meaning of the Vedas and 
* bheda ” or difference is 'gouna,' metaphorical and adds 
that identity means giver of realtty . Abheda statements arc 
gouna (figurative) to Sri Madhva; Bheda statements are 
gouna to Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar. What again is the 
meaning of saying that bheda is the expression of abheda? 
Whit is the meaning of the word expression or of the 

word 'implies' which we have italicised. Where is the 
authority to prove that bheda is an expression of abheda ? 

Sri Madhva says in V, T. V. 

wsnfrq arcs* \ i 

STOlH’t WWIWW I etc. 

p. 28. (48) The author quotes authorities and gives mean- 
ings opposed to Sri Madhva : (a) “ TOiq. wwik im zm- 
VlV t— Pararoatman atone a Tettva. There* 
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tore the wise see Him only. Bhg. T. p. 3." Criticism— On p. 3. 
alone of Bhg. T. the word “ Tattva” is defined thus: 

fafi- ‘That principle which remains in the past and in 

future as now without undergoing the least transformation 
from any cause is known to be Tattva by knowers of Tattva.” 
Then comes the quoted passage which means 'The wise see 
Cod alone ^because He alone is the Tattva, the one in- 
dependent changeless being.” If Tattva is so defined God is 
the only Tattva . 

(b) " Brahman is the only one and It is secondless 
(Ekamevadvitiyam Brahma),” says our author, — No. Chapter 
VI Ch. Up. B. interprets it thus: — 

| — Brahman 

is undifferenced in Himself and unequalled. 

(c) Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar misinterprets the state- 
ment: Tai Bh. 9. i6 I All this is He because 

He is the giver of all this.” — Not correct. The Bhashya 
commentator says : — 

I — Tai. Bh. S. 96 : — “ God resides in 

Akasa by the name Sarva and is so called because He is the 
sole responsible maintainor of Satta etc. of the world.” 

(d) Again Bhg. T. 59. passage is misinterpreted: — 

aswMr i aliw- 

1 those that have little or no knowledge do not gee 

Prahman as the only meaning of the Vedas; but be alone 
who has pure knowledge sees only Brahman as taught by 
them." — No. The correct meaning according to Yadupatyaand 
other commentaries is “ Those that are’ dull of Understanding 
cannot discern that Brahman is the chief '^meaning of the 
Vedas. He who is very intelligent discerns Brahman jdoM. as 
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the chief meaning of all all the Vedas by the method of 
pada samanavaya and vahya samanvaya The Vedas have three 
meanings. Only the wise can discern God as the chief 

meaning of them. Rg. Bh. p. 3. ^#^5 I v . t. v. 

ararcrt ii P . 4. 

(e) The A. V. 1. 1. 5. Stanza 5TT^PJT 

JJOTnW I ’it II is interpreted 

as “Therefore the object of enquiry is the Dearest, the All- 
complete, Vasudeva, the Secondless , Parabrahman the 
Highest.” — Not correct. N. S. (p. 122.) translates ‘ Advandvam* 
into ‘ asamam without an equal.’ So the correct interpretation 
is: “Therefore our Parabrahman, full of auspicious attributes, 
unequalled and called Vasudeva, the Highest of all beings must 
be made the object of (Vedic) inquiry.” 

(f) On p.29. the author quotes A. V. 3. 2. 46: — 

and says “ So 

Sri Madhva concludes “ Bhagavan, and Bhagavan only, is 
taught by all the Vedas.” : — The reference ought to be, not 
3. 2. 46 but 3. 2. 15. The intended meaning is that the chief 
meaning of the entire Vedas is Brahman of infinite attributes.” 
(See N. S. p. 523.) If all the Vedas teach only Brahmap and 
nothing else, how could we know the existence of other 
spiritual entities ? 


(g) The author quotes Bhg. T. 21. on p. 29:— ; SfrTTf^ 

f^OTT: zwvpvii | 

and wrongly interprets it without reference to the 


glosses: “Because Satta etc. of Vishnu are Svatantra, He is 
different (Anya) from the world. And because all else derives 
£atta, etc. from Brahman, though it is by nature different from 
Brahman, it is identical ( ananya ) with Brahman”— No. The 
correct version of the italicised sentence should be “As thp 



fcatta of all efso different from Brahman is dependent upon 
Brahman, though all is really different from Brahman, it is 
apokon of (figurdtively) as if it were identical with Brahman. 
See also 3Nt. T. 2, 6. 15. 

(h) On p. 27 Mr. H. N. R. quotes Bhg. T. 125:— 
tSKfTO and tfWOTfc: gfef£ 

«T9CTcT and writes: “These expressions mean that from the 
standpoint of Brahman the world is neither sat nor vastu and 
the so-called cetana is not cetana”: — This is absurd. The 
phrase from the standpoint of Brahman is very badly misused. 
The correct meaning is: *' If the word cetana is defined as in- 
dependent knower then Vishnu is the only cetana: If the 
word Vastu is defined as independent being then God is the 
only Vastu. 

(49) Many of the quotations given by the author are 
misinterpreted and misused. On one occasion, the writer 
quotes Sri Madhva’s explanation that God is called ‘ Advaita’ 
because of his power of destroying Dvaita which means 
delusion according to a special interpretation. Does this 
quotation prove Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar’s monism in 

Dvaita ? (See V. T. Y. Ch. I. 3TgT fr ?T <1% 

(50) The gross abuse of Sanskrit and English words in the 

exposition of our author becomes apparent to one who 
considers the following illustrations: — 0) ‘Author of all* is 
interpreted as Niymnmk* (ruler) on p> 20. (2) The Sanskrit 
word Adhina (dependent) is translated into derived on p* 26. 
(3) The English word creation is interpreted as ‘Adhinatva* 
{dependence) cm p. 5. (4) Creator is turned into Niyamaka 

(ruler) on p. 10. (5) Derived reality is translated into depen- 
dant on p. 13. and (6) ' Giver of reality is translated into- 
Niyamaka (ruler) on p. 1 5. (7) One Reef, AH, Secondless and 
etthar monistic expressions are paraphrased mfce M Sarvottama‘* 
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{Mfltffeaat Being)** jpu IS. (a) 4 PtNUantra (dependent) mmM 

product/ says he, on p. 5. (9) On page 28. the term Abheda 
(identity) itself fs expounded as meaning *$fve> of teattiy* 
whioh tgftin, as already stated, means Niyamska. Bheda 
(difference) is used for derived reatety=a dependence, 4 Bbedn* 
is the expression of abheda has to mean that dependence is 
expression of Nryamana. (10) The definitions of Monism and 
Monotheism are the most carious of alt : — “ At every stage of 
his thought Sri Madhva amplifies he unambiguous language his 
favourite expression Hari is Sarvottama — the highest principle 
of all. To make use of English terms, his system ^unmodified 
monism in the sense that it traces everything absolutely to 
one principle f.e. Brahman. It is thus far from dualism and 
pluralism. Further to call his thought monotheism is not to 
do justice to him. Monotheism implies something of religious 
faith. But mere faith as opposed to reason has no place in 
hfs philosophy” No student of philosophy will agree to this. 
Who* w# say that a doctrine of God as Sarvottama (superior 
to an abaaluteiy distinct real world) is mcmism? Who, again, 
wiU say that monotheism is mere religion opposed to reason? 
la all religion irrational ? Does Sri Madhva deny religion? 
Let toe reader judge for himself and accept the views of Mr. 
HL N- R*. with caution. Mr. H. W. R. has*, converted a doctrine ot 
dependence into a doctrine of identity by wrong use of word* 
aad ptam&ie reasoning. 


V 

JDvaita and Mr. H. NT. Bagbavendrachar's view. 


Ha V. T. V. and in A. V. & 3^ t. Sri Madhva stated trtw 
summtfy of his teachings r V. T. V. p. 4;— ^ 

-7 t The canclu&iaa> that ail that 

\Mtes have far tonir cfcraft intended tcatefaiwft t h a n sa p e rioriiy at 
Brahmantoalf otter tomga ia raaaoaahha aiaa. A* V-& 3. Ivm* 
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yyDtnft: i f" 'wuvmi 

^TRlfof^pfalt I — Absolute Perfection and defectlessness of 
Brahman, dependence of everything else upon iHim — this is • 
the correct decided teaching. 

The reasoning for and the corollary of this position is 
stated in the next stanza: — 

i 3f#rcsrerftr>aro 11 Brahman is perfect 

and defectless because He is independent. This independence 
must be predicated of Brahman in order to establish His 
defectlessness. 58 Also absolute difference from everything 
other than Him should be predicated to Him to establish His 
defectlessness. At the same time, if identity is predicated. 
Brahman becomes defective. 


50 According to Bradley, the absolutist, onh' the incj pen- 
dent can be real, non-self-contradictory ;?reality is therefore 
one; the independent is unrelated. But Sri Madhva’s 
conceptions of independence, reality, relation ar. i oneness 
are quite different. Dependent reality, independe..'- reality 
in the midst of and along with a dependent many ; related 
independence are not not self-uontradictory concrp^rs to 
Sri Madhva. Difference from and relation to an es_e ..ully « 
distinct but dependent many are the indispensable i’so* --s of 
a system which maintains a perfect m eing free fro n all 
defects. The dualism of Svatantra- * d" antra is the logical 
corollary of a ‘Perfectionist’ doctnn ‘ according to Sri 
Madhva; that is, the perfection of God taught in the 
Upanishads can be maintained only by accepting that the real 
world is distinct from and dependent upon God, But Monism 
jg. the logical corollary of a perfectionist doctrine to the 
Absolutists like the Advaitins etc.; that is, if Reality is held to 
be pure and spotlesss, it must be pi edicatelesfe, unrelated and r 
without a second (the world). The former explains life ; the 
latter explains away the fact'of life*: Read A.,V, 2. %. ,6v < « 
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The question arises \&hy this difference should be acee* 

♦ r\ 

pted as absolute* The answer is 

eT^T I ^jtaciciL: It Dependence upon God must 

be predicated of even the liberated souls in order to establish 
the perfection of God. For the same reason, difference also 
from Brahman should be predicated of the liberated. 

Will not the concept of i "lentity-and difference solve the 
problem ? The answer is, no — 

l If identity-and-diff3renee between Brahman and 

the world is accepted, the element of identity makes Brah- 
man defective. In identity-and-differenece, if the element 
of difference cannot drive out identity, it is nominal diffe- 
rence and so it cannot preserve Brahman from defects. 
Pure dirference alone is capable of negating identity bet- 
ween the world and Brahman and making possible the 
conception of Brahman as defectless. 

The next question is whether the perfection of God is not 
affected the admission that eternal entities are coeval with 
God. The answer is given ir V. 2. 1 . Sutra 1 9. and N. S* 

299 qm ted on p. 14. The conclusion is “ ^fPSRTSfr 

i ttpot it 

T*- waning is, the mer^ existence of a second thing cannot 
constitute a limitation to God. .The independent existence of a 
second thing constitutes a limitation to God ; on the other 
hand, the depender existence of coevals expresses the rich- 
ness of God’s glory 

The further question is t will not the existence of an 
‘ anadi ’ principle uncreated by God in the chief sense imply 
its independence of God in point of its existence ? “ No ” say 

A. V. -2. 2. 2 and T. C. 379, etc. “ Anadi” things have no • 
creation ; the glory of the Lord does not suffer even if the 
‘ Anadi * things are said to be not dependent upon God in respect 
o / qualities which they do not possess. But even anadi things are 



^•PHedoat upon God for their existence, and other qualities 
wJuqJx they possess, as the shadow has a distinct co-exfstence 
dependent upon the man whose shadow it is. 9 * Distinct exis- 
tence and dependent existence ere not aonteedieteriee. An 
told in B. S, B. 2. 3. 15 the jiva is an eternal nirupadhika pra- 
tibimba of the Lord, not produced by Him, but never indepen* 
dent of Him many quality Aa has, B. S. B. 2. 3. 15. T. P»p. 119 

says:— ftsWSnsfN: I I W- 

i . . . ?r«n fo 

The Svarupa Srshti 60 of the entire dependent world 
(second to God) is denied in A. V. 1. 4. 6 and 2. 3. 1. as it 
involves the creation of things without a material cause or 
implies that Brahman is the material cause of the world. N. S. 

ffcu * asm Tqr^Rr^vtrfi r(% a^rf^q^alr ftrf- 

« it P . 199:— asnuwft , etc. b. s. b. 

2. 1, 4. A. V. 2. 2. 8. state that the creation of something out of 
nothing cannot be accepted. One sentence may be quoted : — 

59 The passage T, C. 379 referred to is quotated on p. 43 f. 
See also p. H f. 

®*Svarupa Srshti (Svarupena srshti) means the creation 
of the thing itself. A table or a jar has Svarupa Srshti. The 
table itself was non-existent and 1 came into being out of its 
material cause. Blit the jiva was existent before the time of 
creation and so has no svarupa Srshti. But the jiva may be 
created *dehi, * or the * ruler of a country/ Such creation 
consists m the investment of the jive with a new glory which 
he had not before. But it is not a case of Svarupa srristi. If 
the jiva were the transformation of another thing m the 
table is the transformation of wood* it would be right to say* 
that the jiva also has Svarupa Srshti. Read Nl* T. N; Chv 



( 10 ) ?3 

Sfrtwt mi \ I m It Hence the 

theory of ' Sarva Srshti ’ 61 the creation of even eternal things 
is refuted in T. S. p. 5. quoted on p. 39-40 f. As Sri Madhva 
denies creation to eternal things unequivocally, the final 
teachings of the Sastras is (T. S. T. p. 5): — ^*JI **H&4*4- 
a r ra re g r 11 —The individuality and essential cha- 

racters of all the real beings eternal and non-eternal are 
dependent upon God. 

But truths become more impressive if they are expressed 
figuratively. Hence the Vedic seers and mystics who pro-* 
pounded the fact that the reality of eternal things is dependent 
upon God said figuratively, "God gives reality to all things." 
From this figure emerged the imaginative conception, that 
the world has no reality of its own, that it has only God-given 
reality ; that God is the only source of all reality. The next 
stage of the growth of this imaginative idea was the conception 
that there is no reality outside God, God is the reality, all is 
Purusha. These three [stages of imaginative reflection are 
expressed also in figurative? language ; and these expressions 
metaphorically convey the truth that the reality of all things 
is dependent upon God. 

61 But Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar quotes: — T. S. T 

r 

snjrfr? ll T. s. T. (R):— 

II If he thinks that this passage 
implies that *WT " Lakshmi,” etc., also have creation, etc., in 
the chief sense Mr. H. N. R. is not right. Sri Raghavendra 
Swamin means that the word 4 Satta * means rcrAdAfri 
also and that from the point of view of that xmimportant sense 
of the word, we may say that everything takes creation at the 
hands of God (i.e., if creation is interpreted as getting a 
dependent trait.) The commentaries of S. and S. D., etc., re- 
move all doubts on the point. The passages quoted on p. 3. f. 
show that according to Sri Raghavendra S wamin himself, the 
chief meaning of creation is 'coming into existence out of a 
state of non-existence.’ 
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That the giving of Svarupa, pramiti, pravjritti to eterna 
things is metaphorical becomes manifest to one who reads 
passages quoted on p. 28 f. 36 f. 44 f. where these truths are 
told unequivocally in literal expression. The passage in N. S 
p. 124 quoted on p. 28 f. explains that Vedic statements 
apparently teaching that God is the only reality, God is the 
giver of reality etc., are all figurative expressions of imagi- 
native ways of thinking the truths that God is one without ar 
equal or superior and that he is the maintainer of the 
reality of eternals and the efficient cause of the reality of 
ncn-eternals. 

This figurative monism or Gouna-advaita of the! J Sastras, 
is mistaken for real monism by Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar. 
The only justification for Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar’s book 
and article is that offered by the poet Milton : — “Bad meals 
will scarce breed good nourishment in the healthiest con- 
coction : but herein the difference is of bad books, that they 
do to a discreet and judicious reader serve in many respects 
to discover, to confute, to forewarn, and to illustrate/' — 
(p. 1 6. Areopagitica.) 

As regards nomenclature, Sri Madhva himself has allowed 
five figurative monistic expressions as appelations explanatory 
of the nature of the identity taught in a few of the millions of 
Vedic texts. All the Vedas are dualistic texts . Some texts 
are ambiguous in character. Even they can be construed in 
a primary dualistic sense. But being ambiguous, they can be 
interpreted as favouring identity. The identity taught in 
them, Sri Madhva says, is not non-difference because it is 
refuted by numberless valid authorities of an unequivocally 
dualistic character. Therefore the identity conveyed by 
them is of a secondary character as in the expression, Rama 
is a lion. Such passages embodying *fnjrrt?r are figurative 
expressions of identity teaching one of five (dualistic) truths. 
A. V. 2/3. 14. and 1.1.1. point out that there are five varieties 
of figurative expressions of identity : 
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(not Svatantra-advaita) ; (not visishta-abheda) ; 

and (in salvation). N. S. p. 451 

qrown frt. II 

The identity language employed by the Sputis in those few 
passages figuratively teach the similarity of the jiva to God; 
the independence of God ; the unequalled glory of God; the 
one-mindedness of God and the soul in Mukti, or the identity 
of their abode in Mukti. But this monistic language (devoid of 
the substance, namely monism) signifying truths opposed to 
monism no more secures the identity needed for a monistio 
doctrine or destroys the dualistic character of the whole 
system than the expression Rama is a lion proves the 
identity of or destroys the difference between Rama and the 
beast. 62 After all they are designed as explanatory names of 
the character of the contents of a few out of infinite Vedie 
statements. This figurative usage of monistic expressions, 
while denying factual identiy between the world and God, 
shows that the two ultimate entities Sri Madhva has accepted 
are closely related and that his dualism is unlike any other 
discredited dualistic system in the world. Real monism in 
all its forms is rejected. T. S. T. has a wholesale condem- 
nation of monism : — I || 


62 Similarity, independence, superiority, one- mindedness 
and occupation of one space do occasion usages of identity 
between distinct things: as for example, Rama is a lion ; the 
king won the battle ; Arjuna was the only bow-holder of the 
times; the king and the minister are of one mind; The two 
armies became one at Egypt. These usages indicate also that if 
two things are to be related they need not bej really identical. 
The sentence ‘ Rama is a lion * primarily teaches that ‘ Rama 
is identical with the lion’; the intended meaning of the 
figurative expression is * Rami is similar to a lion in courage ’ ; 
So the identity taught there is not real: it is a usage of 
identity to express similarity. The other four examples also 
must be construed in a similar manner. 



Sri Madhva’s Dvaita repudiates Pantheism and Nat', 
ralism and other theories which identify the real worl 
with God. A. V. 3. 2. 1 0 qfoftENtn 

«F«nT II 


It discards Materialism, the theory that everything is 
form of matter : A. V. 2. 2. 1 :— STtW^RT^ 

I%iaR 1 . . . 

^nrt ii 



The Idealistic hypothesis that Reality is all consciousnes. 
is criticised in T. S. T:— H5T(>R:raW ?R 

rmw> i to sd^RTwrf^r^cor u a. v. i. 4. 6 .—* 

''d 

II 

The theory that the world is unreal and Brahman or 
Knowledge is the only reality is disproved in A. V. 2. 2. 8. anc 

% 2. 9. One sentence may be quoted : — fasair- 

r% JCfT «T «KPEni II 


Sri Madhva denounces the conception of the ultimate 
unity of the jiva and Brahman, or of the paratantra anc 

Svatantra; A. V. 3. 2. 1 0 3T%5WR?r: I 

ii t. v. T:— «?r*r% w«?;wr^r 

W#T: 1 sre re qTft Slffa: 1 I 

ggqiqj ft qigqqft : || 

Lastly the conception of identity-and-difference (between 
the self and the Absolute) which is the pivot of many forms of 
unvedic monism of the West, is rejected as opposed to 
experience and all the sources of valid knowledge : A. V. 4. 2- 



?7 


Introduction says yvwkvk ?TW 

i $*rfr fanfaft =sr cgrfeaireswr $*r- 

ftwi. i 

Thus as every form of monism is untenable, on pure 
philosophical considerations, Sri Madhva’s Tattva-vada mpy 
aptly be named Qualified Natural Dualism. 63 The Svatantra 
is naturally different from the asvatantra. The qualification 
consists in the fact that the two ultimately irreducible 
principles that are accepted are always related by the laws 
of their inherent natures. Relation, according to Sri Madhva 
does not imply identity of nature of the things related. On 
the contrary, as a general rule, relation between two things 
implies their essential duality of nature. Hence Svatantra and 
paratantra are essentially distinct principles, because they 
are related ; and there is nothing in the conception of relation 
of Niyamya-niyamaktva (ruled-and-ruler) between them to 
" dilute their essential difference P. D. 8. 3. says : — 

T. V. mentions the only six contingencies which 
necessitate the conception of identity-and-difference between 
two things; =5 ... I JpW- 

srm: i i 

II T. v. T | ^TCPigtJT- 
II The world and Brahman do not belong to any one of 

these six .groups. The Siddhanta, then, ss: — arftrwt wm- 

u (A. V. 2. 2. 6.) “Brahman is identi- 
cal with His forms and attributes and is absolutely different 
from non-God, the entire world.” 


63 The word qualified is used figuratively or in the sense 
of * 4 with special qualifications which entitle it to claim to be 
the most-truthful explanation of life and the most faithful 
system to the Vedas,” 
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Sri Madbva repeatedly calls the attention of his readers 
to the Svatantra-paratantra dvaita. The dualism of God and 
the world is again and sgain described as Svatantra-paratantra 
difference. The reason is obvious. The very word paratantra 
implies that the world is naturally dependent upon God 
immanent in it and is therefore related to a second being. 
The word Svatantra implies by its definition the transcendent 
glory of God. 64 The former — the idea of paratantra, as 
defined — eschews the defects of unphilosophical dualisms and 
pluralisms which cannot explain the problems, of variety, free- 
will, world-order, harmony and uniformity of nature ; the 
latter — the idea of Svatantra as defined-emphasises the 
absolute and ultimate distinctness of the two elements 
postulated, prevents the system from degenerating into the 
barren simplicity of all forms of monism 65 and idealism and 
safeguards the dualistio character of, the system. The system 
is thus Natural Dualism, the dualism of two ultimately distinct 
but ever related beings ; dualism with a qualification not 
possessed by any other system m the world, for the difference 
and the relation are both natural and mutually unopposed in 
character. 


CONCLUSION 


Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar's article is a manual of 
Theism. The quotations he has given are all dualistic in 
significance. But by misusing them and misinterpreting them 
at times, and sometimes by using them in wrong contexts and 
by wrongly defining the terms monism, theism,, etc., he 

« T. S. T. p. 2 1 JiMrT Bffa gg ffRgmT 

srpw i it 

65 A. V. 1. 1. 1; 3, 2. 1. etc., show the force of logic with 
which Sri Madhva repudiates monism in all its forms ; and 
how earnestly he thinks that monistic lendings are a degrada- 
tion, not an exaltation to a philosophical system which aims 
to be a true explanation of life and universe. 
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mystifies his readers into 4 belief that there is no second 
cause at all'in the system of Sri Madhva, as if a dependent 
cause has no distinct individuality. The philosophy which 
maintains that God is responsible for everything, is Theism ; 
that which holds that God is everything is monism. In 
Christianity we have a theistic conception of God who 
actually creates a world with no material cause; the world 
according to the Bible is actually derived from God. Still 
substantial difference is admitted between the world and God. 
and so the system is called a form of Theism and not monism 
except in a very loose sense. There is no example of a monis- 
tic system in the world which maintains two reals devoid of 
factual identity in some form or other, in other words which 
accepts absolute distinctness between the two reals postulated. 

Dvaita, on the other hand, accepts many eternal coevals 
with inherent reality of their own distinct from God and the 
fact that they are all dependent upon the God immanent in 
them does not take away their distinct individualities and 
entitle us to regard them as constituent elements of a moni- 
stic scheme of thought. Mr. H. N. Raghavendrachar ignores 
this aspect of Sri Madhva’s teachings. The existence of a 
Svatantra is a gift of the Vedas. From the idea of Svatantrya 
with which Mr. H. N. R. begins his thesis, the Gunapurnatva 
(perfection) of God, is to be inferred. On the other hand, Sri* 
Madhva's philosophy starts with the idea of perfection and 
accepts the quality of independence as a proof of the admitted 
perfection . 66 The philosophy of a perfect God is Theism. 
There is no need to feel ashamed of being a Tneist. No nation 
can be without God for long, tor all nations are rooted in 
Him. Theism will be the ruling philosophy of the world in- 
cluding Russia; for it is Truth. 

66 See V. T. V. p. 1 »HE f K q 3 

i and n. s. 312-.— fwrct 

frir TOmRoiq, 11 



abbreviations 


A V — ADUvyakhyana. 

Ai Bh— Aitareya Bhashya. 

Ai Bh T— Aitareya Bhashya 
Tika. 

B S — Brahma Sutras. 

B S B — Brahma Sutra Bhashya. 

B. S. B. D. — Brahma Sutra 
Bhashya Dipika. 

Bhg. — Bhagavata. 

Bhg. T.— Bhagavata Tatparya 

Br Bh — Brhadarana Bhasya. 

DPP V — Dvaita Philosophy 
and its place in the Veda- 
nta. 

D P Psy — Dictionary of Philo- 
sophy and Psychology. 

(Wrongly printed as D P S). 

D S — Dvadasa Stotra. 

En R E — Encyclopedia of 
Religion and Ethics. 

Gita Bh— Gita Bhasya. 

G V— Gita Vivritti. 

M S S— Madhva Siddhanta 
Sara. 

M T N — Mahabharata Tatparya 
Nirnaya. 

M V — Madhva Vijaya. 

N S— Nyaya Sudha. 

N V — Nyaya Vivarana. 

N V B — Nyaya Vivarana Bha- 
vabodha. 

O E D— Oxford English Dic- 
tionary. 


I P C — Pramana Candrika. 

P D— Prameya Dipika. 

S — Srinivasa Tirthiya. 

S D — Satyadharma. 

S T R M— Sattattva Ratna- 
mala. 

T C — Tatparya Candrika, 

T P — Tattva Prakasika. 

T S — Tattva Sankhyana. 

T S T — Tattva Sankhyana Tika, 
T S T (R) — Tattva Sankhyana 
Tika Raghavendra Tirthiya 
T S T (S) — Tattva Sankhyana 
Tika Srinivasa Tirthiya. 

T V— Tattva Viveka. 

T V T — Tattva Viveka Tika. 

Tai Up — Taittareya Upanishad. 
Tai Bh — Taittareya Bhashya. 
Tai Bh T — Taittareya Bhashya 
Tika. 

Tai Bh T (S)— Taittareya Bha- 
shya Tika Srinivasa Tir- 
thiya. 

U K M— Upadhikhandana Man- 
daramanjari. 

V T N or V T V— Vishnu Ta- 

ttva. Vinirnaya. 

V T V T — „ „ Tika 

V T V T (B) — „ „ 

(Bhavadipa). 

V M — Yukti Mallika. 

® W— Chandogya Bhashya, 
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Extract cf a few opinions on DvaitapradlpflL 
and Tattva Sikshe 


1. ... The workby Prof. D. Vasudevacharya.. .is a highly 
scholarly defence of Dvaita Vedanta particularly, as well as 

other systems Such eminent authorities have pointed 

out that Mr. H. N. Raghavendracharya has misunderstood not 
only Sri Madhva but also Sri Ramanuja and Sri Sankara.... 
1 entirely agree with Prof. Vasudevacharya in the view that 
Mr. Raghavendracharya should not misrepresent any of the 
great acharyas. In view of these facts every impartial reader 
will find it a source of great delight and profit to go through 
Prof. Sriman Vasudevacharya’s highly authoritative and 
scholarly work. 

V. SUBRM ANYA IYER, 

Retired Registcir of the University of Mysore 


2 . sforert — ar?iri<rer? aq^r*rei<rnir?3r 

JTrrafa i ftsF^iRr 

*reqf 5r fafg i ^ srq?§r 

(Dvaita philosophy and its place in the Vedanta) . . . ftrNrr- 

rfa . . . it 

Mahamahopadhyaya AN ANTAKRISH NA SASTRI. 

University of Calcutta * 


3. ... Pandit D. Vasudevacharya has argued in simple, 
striking and straightforward Kannada that the description of 

Sri Madhva as a 1 monist * and of Dvaita Vedanta as 3 4 monism" 
given by Prof. H. N. Raghavendracharya.. .is totally untenable 



in the light of the internal evidence afforded by the works of 

Sri Madhva and those of his Commentators The author 

has singled out about twenty five contexts from the work of 
Mr. H. N. Ragahavendraoharya and refuted them in detail 
citing throughout textual testimony from the original Sanskrit 

sources Vidvan Vasudevacharya is to be congratulated oa 

his vigorus and virile vindication of Sri Madhva’s system. 

The Hindu, 31—10—43. 

Dr. R. NAGARAJA SARMA. 

4. ... I am glad to say that you have succesfully challenged 
the position of Dr. H. N. Raghavendracharya who, I believe, 
has done greatest disservice to the cause of Dvaita Philosophy* 
You deserve to be congratulated on the prompt reply you have 
issued to Dr. H. N. Raghavendracharya to his unsystematic 
and confusing treaties of philosophy. 

(Sd.) Dr. R. S. PANCHAMUKHl, 

Director of Kannada research, 

Dhar war. 
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